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ABSTRACT
The purpose of this study was to examine the perceptions of 
selected elementary school principals' leadership behavior held by 
selected experienced, effective elementary school teachers in 
Minnesota. Understanding the views and needs of these teachers should 
help principals increase their leadership effectiveness and thus 
positively affect the performance and morale of such teachers.
Thirty-three experienced, effective teachers were asked to 
respond to the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire-Form XII 
(LBDQ-12) by rating their principals' actual leadership behavior and 
their perceptions of ideal leadership behavior of principals.
Resulting data were statistically treated by the jt-test for repeated 
measures for significant differences at the .05 level. Five teachers 
working with principals whose leadership behavior approximated what 
the teachers perceived as ideal leadership behavior (congruent 
situations) and five teachers working with principals whose leadership 
behavior deviated significantly from what the teachers considered ideal 
(disparate situations) were interviewed. The interview data were 
reported verbatim, and generalizations were formulated.
Findings showed that there were statistically significant 
differences on every subscale of the LBDQ-12 between what the thirty- 
three teachers perceived as actual and ideal leadership behavior.
The congruent group reported that their principals were visible in
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their schools, available to consult with teachers, considerate, 
involved teachers in decision making, and respected the autonomy of 
teachers. However, this group generally perceived their principals 
as having inadequate knowledge of curriculum.
The disparate group reported that their principals were 
unavailable or unwilling to consult with teachers, inconsiderate, 
unwilling to involve teachers in decision making, and uninformed about 
curriculum. All teachers interviewed indicated that they valued 
autonomy and expected to have a voice in decisions related to their 
work. Needs for specific expressions of appreciation from principals 
and for more and better communication with principals were uniformly 
expressed by the teachers.
Conclusions drawn from the results were that the teachers 
surveyed were generally not satisfied with the leadership behavior of 
their principals. The teachers in congruent situations appeared to 
view their principals' leadership behavior more positively than did 
the teachers in disparate situations. All teachers interviewed 





Cawelti (1984), reviewing research on effective schools, said: 
"Continuing research on effective schools has verified the common sense 
observation that schools are rarely effective, in any sense of the 
word, unless the principal is a 'good' leader" (p. 3). From research 
on effective schools emerged a picture of a "good" leader as one who 
knew how to motivate people to work at their greatest potential toward 
common goals formulated cooperatively. Effective principals were not 
only seen as individuals who knew a great deal about motivating people; 
they were also seen as being authorities on curriculum, teaching, and 
learning— as instructional leaders (Brookover and Lezotte 1979; Kean, 
Summers, and Wolfe 1979; Weber 1971).
Sweeney and Pinckney (1983) also cited responsibilities of 
principals and defined each responsibility as it might be met by a good 
leader:
Human P.esource Management— Assists teachers to motivate, 
challenge, and excite students to learn at the optimal level, 
and assists staff in obtaining maximum use of their human 
potential for reaching personal and organizational goals.
Instructional Leadership— Enhances student learning through 
updating curricular and instructional materials, evaluating 
educational programs and student progress.
Learning Environment Management— Develops and maintains 
discipline standards which provide students with a clear 
understanding of expectations for behavior inside and outside 




Noninstructional Management— Schedules all routine and 
special activities and supervises logistical matters and the 
school plant.
Pupil Personnel— Meets with students individually and in 
groups to address their problems and concerns, and promotes 
student involvement in co-curricular and extracurricular 
activities.
School-Community Relations— Communicates with parents and 
promotes the school through advisory committees, parent-teacher 
organizations, needs assessments, and the media. (pp. 3-4)
The importance given to instructional leadership in the school 
effectiveness research was summarized by Cawelti (1984):
Effective principals are a visible entity in all phases of 
school life and provide active support to teachers. They spend 
much time observing classes and discussing instructional 
problems in a manner regarded by teachers as helpful. The 
difference between effective principals and others seems to 
lie in their knowledge of quality instruction, and this drives 
their judgment on how to spend their time. (p. 3)
Principals are inundated with such general descriptions as the 
preceding and can hardly be unaware of what the school effectiveness 
research implies a principal ought to be. Since principals know very 
well, however, that they live more in the world of "is" than "ought," 
the generalizations made from the research often increase frustration 
(Miller and Lieberman 1982). Principals know, for example, that often 
the exigencies of their individual situations rather than their know­
ledge of quality instruction are what drives their judgment on how to 
spend their time. Morris, Crowson, Hurwitz, and Porter-Gehrie (1982) 
cited an example from their observations of principals:
In one instance, a principal was wrestling with a critical 
problem in the school's curricular program— the freshman 
history sequence. And yet the entire matter was elbowed 
aside, denied a position of deserved prominence, by a cascade 
of other concerns— vandalized auditorium seats, a foul-mouthed 
girl intimidating her teacher, bomb threats by anonymous 
phone callers, and cockroaches in the locker room. (p. 689)
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Miller and Lieberman (1982) lamented, "A principal ought to be long- 
range; she _is ad hoc, spontaneous, and situation specific" (p. 367).
Most importantly, principals also know that they cannot 
effectively exercise leadership isolated from the concerns and demands 
of those whom they are expected to lead. Subordinates are powerful 
influences in the lives of leaders and to a great extent define and 
mediate the roles of leaders (Greene 1975; Hersey and Blanchard 1982;
Kunz and Hoy 1976).
Certainly many principals would like to influence the instruc­
tional programs in their schools in a direct, positive way. Miller and 
Lieberman (1982) concurred:
If there were magic in the world, all of our principals would 
choose . . . (to become a helper, more democratic and open, 
more involved in individual growth issues, more long-range, 
more collegial, more innovative, and more involved in the world 
of ideas). But there is no magic. There are, instead, 
systematic and ad hoc attempts to make a dent in what is, to 
have an influence on what may become. These attempts take many 
forms. (p. 367)
The many forms of leaders' attempts to influence what is (i.e., 
their leadership behavior) have long captured the attention of 
researchers (e.g., Blake and Mouton 1964; Fiedler 1967; Getzels and Guba 
1957; Kalpin 1966; Hemphill 1949; Hersey and Blanchard 1982; Stogdill 
1963). Rather than yearning for magic in the world so that they could be 
effective leaders, principals might resolve the contradictions between 
how they are told they should behave and how they feel compelled to 
behave by attending to research on leadership behavior. Most of the 
effective schools research culminates with general prescriptions of 
how principals ought to behave. According to Morris, Crowson, Porter- 
Gehrie, and Hurwitz (1984), "Although the literature on the principal is
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voluminous, it tends to be normative and prescriptive rather than 
descriptive" (p. 19). More helpful to principals might be research which 
recognizes and addresses the factors with which they must contend every 
day in their jobs as they attempt to be effective leaders. As Miller 
and Lieberman (1982) advised, those concerned with educational leadership 
must help principals "acknowledge the realities of the world of 'is' and 
help to build toward the world of 'ought'" (p. 367).
As noted, the influence of teachers in the lives of principals is 
a reality of which principals are well aware and which they must under­
stand. As principals struggle to meet the daily, nonstop demands of 
their jobs and at the same time attempt to fulfill roles which research 
has ascribed to effective principals, they would be well advised to 
consider the characteristics and perceptions of teachers. Research on 
leadership behavior has substantiated the necessity of considering 
subordinates' characteristics and perceptions (Argyris 1964; Hersey and 
Blanchard 1982; McClelland 1961; Maslow 1954; Silver 1983; Stogdill 
1963). Hersey and Blanchard (1982), for example, stressed the 
importance of considering the "styles and expectations" (p. 131) of 
followers or subordinates. Included was a quote from Sanford (cited in 
Hersey and Blanchard 1982) who stated that "there is some justification 
for regarding followers 'as the most crucial factor in any leadership 
event'" (p. 131). Greene (1975) noted that there is a "reciprocal 
nature of influence between leader and subordinates" (p. 1).
The writer does not deny that the quality of a principal's 
leadership can be an important factor influencing the effectiveness of 
a school's educational program, but that generalizations from research 
about how an effective principal should behave must take into account
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realities of principals' situations when considering theories of 
leadership behavior. If this is not done, principals will continue to 
have a "healthy skepticism concerning the application of antiseptic 
theories to schools teeming with real people using a language totally 
foreign to the theorist" (De Bevoise 1984, p. 20). This study will 
concentrate on one reality of principals' situations— the necessity of 
understanding teachers, specifically experienced, effective teachers—  
and will attempt to apply theories of leadership in a way that 
acknowledges the "real people" in those situations. Toward that end, 
a study of experienced, effective teachers' perceptions of principals' 
leadership behavior was designed. The need for such a study is further 
explained in the following section.
Need for the Study
Principals are working with an increasing number of experienced 
teachers. The declining birthrate and shrinking local and federal 
budgets for education during the last decade have resulted in the 
closing of schools across the nation and the retrenchment of last hired 
on teaching staffs. As of September 1982 an estimated 99,500 teachers 
in the United States had been laid off at least once since the end of 
the 1980-81 school year (Scharffe 1983). A growing population of 
experienced teachers has been left in United States classrooms. Of the 
1,490 teachers participating in the 1983 National Education Association 
(NEA) Nationwide Teacher Opinion Poll, 69 percent had completed ten 
years of teaching, 26 percent had completed twenty or more years of 
teaching, and only 8 percent had taught less than five years (National 
Education Association 1983).
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Furthermore, teaching is no longer seen as an interim occupation 
between graduation from college and motherhood or graduation from 
college and another career. Many teachers today view teaching as a 
sustained career. Of those teachers participating in the 1983 NEA 
Nationwide Teacher Opinion Poll, 51 percent said that they planned to 
remain in teaching until required to retire (12%) or until eligible for 
retirement (39%). An additional 24 percent indicated that they would 
probably continue teaching (National Education Association 1983).
Newman (1978) also found indications in her research that the number of 
teachers planning to stay in the profession was increasing. Therefore, 
even if one gives credence to an impending teacher shortage (already 
apparent in some areas of teaching) forecast by some demographers, as 
the current population of experienced teachers retires and the birthrate 
rises, it seems that principals will be working with teachers who plan 
to remain in the profession and could have several decades of 
experience before leaving the classroom. Clearly, principals in the 
United States are working with large numbers of experienced teachers 
and are likely to be doing so in both the immediate and long-term future.
As teachers gain experience, they believe that they become more 
effective (Burden 1980; Harootunian and Varger 1981). One cannot 
generally claim, of course, that teachers actually do become more 
effective with experience. However, teaching has been largely a 
profession at which one becomes adept by doing, and it does seem 
reasonable to assume that one would find more effective teachers in the 
ranks of the experienced than in the ranks of the novice. Therefore, 
as more experienced teachers remain in the classroom, principals may 
see larger numbers of effective teachers.
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Extensive research has focused upon teacher characteristics,
and recent research has concentrated on stages of teachers' development
and teachers' varying characteristics and perceptions during those
stages (Burden 1980; Feiman and Floden 1980; Fuller 1969). However,
little research has specifically concentrated on experienced, effective
teachers and their perceptions of principals' leadership behavior; nor
is it often that experienced teachers judged to be effective get a
principal's attention. Aware of the research which tells them that it
is their responsibility to motivate and lead teachers in the pursuit
of excellence in education, most principals are concerned about
teachers whom they judge incompetent, and they are often especially
concerned about inexperienced teachers. Dwyer, Lee, Rowan, and Bossert
(1983) observed in their study of five effective principals:
The two principals who appeared to be least obtrusive in 
instructional matters in their schools . . . led faculties 
composed of ten-year or more veterans of the public school 
classroom. The more direct interventionist principals led 
less mature faculties or faculties in which more turnover 
occurred. Successfully leading stable, experienced teachers, 
then, may require a distinctly different strategy from 
leading relatively new or inexperienced teachers. (pp. 52-53)
What do experienced, effective teachers prefer regarding 
leadership behavior of principals? Do they prefer working with 
"unobtrusive" principals such as those cited in the study by Dwyer 
et al., or do they prefer more active intervention from or collaboration 
with their principals? If they prefer either of the latter, exactly 
what kinds of intervention or collaboration do experienced, effective 
teachers perceive as most helpful to them? Whatever their perceptions 
about ideal leadership behavior of principals, on what are the 
perceptions of experienced, effective teachers based (i.e., what 
experiences have they had with principals which might influence their
8
views on leadership behavior as they perceive it and as they perceive 
it ought to be)?
One place, then, to begin an investigation which is concerned 
with helping principals bridge the gap between the worlds of "is" and 
"ought" is with a study of what is and what ought to be as perceived 
by teachers— those whom principals are supposed to lead, those people 
who not only are affected by but who affect principals' leadership 
behavior. Furthermore, since many principals are working with an 
increasing number of experienced, effective teachers whose perceptions 
have not been extensively studied, those teachers' perceptions of 
principals' leadership behavior merit the attention of researchers.
As Apelman (1978) stated, "If the most experienced teachers are 
shortchanged, as they so often are because their problems seem less 
urgent, school systems will continue to lose potential educational 
leaders" (p. 28).
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to determine how selected 
experienced, effective elementary school teachers rated the actual and 
ideal leadership behavior of selected elementary school principals in 
Minnesota. Thirty-three teachers' ratings of principals' actual and 
ideal leadership behavior were compared. In addition, the writer inves­
tigated and compared ten selected teachers' perceptions of the leadership 
behavior of principals by focusing upon the following questions: How do 
experienced, effective elementary school teachers working with 
principals who deviate significantly from the teachers' ideal of 
leadership behavior perceive the leadership behavior of those principals? 
How do experienced, effective elementary school teachers working with
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principals who approximate the teachers’ ideal of leadership behavior 
perceive the leadership behavior of those principals? How do the 
perceptions of experienced, effective elementary school teachers working 
with principals who deviate significantly from the teachers' ideal of 
leadership behavior compare with the perceptions of experienced, 
effective elementary school teachers working with principals who 
approximate the teachers' ideal of leadership behavior?
Delimitations
The study was delimited to:
1. Elementary teachers selected as Teachers of Excellence in 
Minnesota in 1979, 1980, 1981, 1982, and 1983 who met the following 
criteria:
a) They were teaching at the time of the study in regular 
elementary public school classrooms.
b) They had had at least five years of teaching experience 
at the time of the study.
c) They had been working at least three years with their 
current principals at the time of the study.
2. The perceptions of the teachers in the sample of ideal 
leadership behavior of elementary principals.
3. The perceptions of the teachers in the sample of their 
principals' actual leadership behavior.
4. A comparison of the sample teachers' perceptions of ideal 
and actual leadership behavior of principals.
5. Selected teachers' perceptions of the leadership behavior 
of principals who deviated significantly from the teachers' ideal of
leadership behavior.
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6. Selected teachers' perceptions of the leadership behavior 
of principals who approximated the teachers' ideal of leadership 
behavior.
Assumptions
The following assumptions were accepted in designing this
study:
1. The leadership behavior of principals influences the 
effectiveness of the education offered in public schools.
2. The leadership behavior of principals affects the work 
relationships which they have with teachers.
3. The opinions of experienced, effective elementary teachers 
were worth careful consideration by educators.
4. The teachers asked to participate in the study were 
effective teachers.
5. The Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire-Form XII 
(LBDQ-12) (The Ohio State University 1962) reliably and validly measured 
teachers' opinions about actual and ideal leadership behavior of 
principals.
6. The teachers participating in the study responded to the 
LBDQ-12 openly and honestly.
7. The interview questions formulated by the investigator and 
adapted from other researchers helped the teachers to express themselves 




For this study, the following terms and their definitions were 
pertinent:
Elementary teachers. Those teachers working with students in 
grades kindergarten through six.
Experienced teachers. Those teachers who have taught for at 
least five years.
Effective teachers. Those teachers who have been designated 
as Teachers of Excellence by the Minnesota Teacher of the Year selection 
process.
Regular classroom teachers. Those teachers who work on a daily 
basis with a group of students and who do not teach in one subject area 
such as music or art.
Middle-age. The years thirty-five to sixty-five in a person's
life.
Leadership behavior. "Behavior that is generated to cause 
certain other individuals to act, think, and feel in certain definable 
ways" (Lovell and Wiles 1983, p. 66). The term behavior will be used 
in the singular to denote generalized behavior of principals.
Instructional leadership. Behavior that influences the teaching 
and learning that goes on daily in a school and that influences those 
who teach and learn.
Good leader. A person whose behavior motivates people to want 
to work to their highest potential.
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Research Questions
1. How do experienced, effective elementary school teachers 
rate the actual leadership behavior of principals with whom they work?
2. How do experienced, effective elementary school teachers 
rate ideal leadership behavior of principals?
3. How do experienced, effective elementary school teachers’ 
ratings of ideal and actual leadership behavior of principals compare?
4. How do experienced, effective elementary school teachers 
working with principals who deviate significantly from the teachers' 
ideal of leadership behavior perceive the leadership behavior of those 
principals?
5. How do experienced, effective elementary school teachers 
working with principals who approximate the teachers' ideal of 
leadership behavior perceive the leadership behavior of those principals?
6. How do the perceptions of experienced, effective elementary 
school teachers working with principals who deviate significantly from 
the teachers' ideal of leadership behavior compare with the perceptions 
of experienced, effective elementary school teachers working with 
principals who approximate the teachers' ideal of leadership behavior?
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
This chapter will be composed of three main sections. The 
first section will include a demographic description of the United 
States elementary school teacher population from 1961 through 1983 and 
a brief analysis of projections about the future United States elementary 
school teacher population.
The second section will be composed of two subsections. The 
first subsection will be a chronological survey of research conducted 
from 1950 to 1980 on teacher characteristics. The results of that 
research which defined characteristics of experienced and/or effective 
teachers will be highlighted. The second subsection will include a 
more detailed survey of relatively recent research which has been 
concerned with defining and analyzing stages in teachers' professional 
development. This research will provide a framework for considering 
the perceptions and needs of experienced, effective teachers and will 
lead to an investigation of why it is important to consider charac­
teristics, perceptions, and needs of subordinates relative to leaders' 
behavior.
The third section will comprise a review of theories of 
leadership behavior as those theories pertain to subordinate-leader 
relationships. Also included in this section will be research which
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has investigated subordinate-leader relationships in general and 
teacher-principal relationships in particular.
A Demographic Description of the United 
States Elementary School Teacher 
Population, 1961-1983
The typical American elementary school teacher in 1983 was a 
white woman who had just begun the fourth decade of her life (National 
Education Association 1983). She had taught over twelve years, almost 
certainly within the same school system. She probably had earned a 
master's degree or a substantial number of credits beyond the bachelor's 
degree (Edgar 1984). She was married and had two children. She was 
probably affiliated with the Democratic party, although was not politi­
cally active. She taught about twenty-three pupils in a suburban 
elementary school staffed largely by women but had a male principal 
(Feistritzer 1983). She planned to remain a teacher until eligible for 
retirement, but if asked whether she definitely would choose again to 
become a teacher she would say that she would not (Edgar 1984). "When 
counting her after-hours responsibilities, she [put] in a work week 
slightly longer than the typical laborer, and [brought] home a paycheck 
that [was] slightly lower" (Feistritzer 1983, p. 2).
While female elementary school teachers outnumbered males five 
to one in 1983, the average male elementary school teacher was also 
white, middle-aged, and experienced. In fact, male elementary school 
teachers were slightly older and slightly more experienced than females 
(Feistritzer 1983).
According to the profile of the typical American elementary 
school teacher derived from the NEA surveys, elementary school principals
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in the United States were working in 1983 with an elementary school 
teacher population which could generally be described as middle-aged, 
experienced, and nontransient. A comparison of demographic character­
istics of elementary school teachers (hereafter referred to as elementary 
teachers) over the last two decades revealed some patterns which should 
be of interest to educators, particularly to elementary school principals.
The National Education Association (NEA) has published surveys 
on the status of American public school teachers every five years since 
1956. The sampling method used for the 1983 survey was representative 
of the sampling used for the surveys from 1961 through 1983.
The 1983 NEA Status of the American Public Teacher questionnaire
was sent to 1,978 of the nation's 2,139,000 public school teachers.
Usable replies were received from 1,490 teachers for a response rate
of 79.6 percent. Of the respondents, 47 percent (or 700) were
elementary teachers (National Education Association 1983) .
Survey participants were selected by means of a two-stage sample 
design. The first stage involved the selection of a sample of 
public school systems drawn from a comprehensive file of those 
systems, classified by pupil enrollment into nine strata. The 
procedure involved the selection of systems from each stratum, 
with a probability of selection proportionate to the frequency 
of occurrence of the various-sized systems. All school systems 
in the sample received a request for a list of their teachers.
With the lists received, systematic sampling with a random 
start was used. When systems did not provide rosters of 
teachers, they made available either a random sample or a 
systematic sample with a random start. (National Education 
Association 1983, p. 3)
Using the surveys published from 1961 through 1983 by the NEA 
and correspondence with the current NEA research specialist, Suzanne 
Gardner, the writer compiled information pertinent to this study of 
experienced, effective elementary teachers. (Information from the 1956 
survey was excluded because of differences in the sampling methods used
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for that survey.) This compiled information is presented in table 1 
and will be referred to throughout the remainder of this section.
In 1983, 65.8 percent of all elementary teachers had ten years 
or more of teaching experience compared to 57.7 percent of all teachers 
in 1961, 50.7 percent in 1966, 47.8 percent in 1971, 45.2 percent in 
1976, and 57.3 percent in 1981. The percentage of elementary teachers 
having five or more years of teaching experience had increased in 1983 
to include 89.2 percent of all elementary teachers, compared with 
77.1 percent of all elementary teachers in 1961— the year showing the 
next largest population of such experienced teachers. From 1976 to 
1983 the median years of teaching experience of elementary teachers 
had steadily increased to that equal to the median years of experience 
of elementary teachers in 1961.
The percentage of elementary teachers in 1983 with less than 
five years of teaching experience had declined over the last twenty-two 
years to 10.5 percent of all elementary teachers. There was also a 
fluctuating decline from 32.2 percent in 1961 to 26 percent in 1983 in 
the percentage of teachers with twenty years or more of experience.
That is, between 1971 and 1983 an ever-increasing number of teachers 
had twenty years or more of experience, but the 1983 percentage was 
still 6.2 percent less than that in 1961.
The patterns seen in elementary teachers' years of experience 
were also reflected in their ages. Of course this is not surprising; 
a person w hid expect to see increased age with increased experience.
A decline since 1971 in the percentage of teachers under the age of 
thirty corresponded to the increase noted in the percentage of teachers 
with more than five years of teaching experience and with the decline
TABLE 1
SELECTED DEMOGRAPHIC INFORMATION ABOUT SELECTED ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 
TEACHERS IN THE UNITED STATES, 1961-1983
1961 1966 1971 1976 1981 1983
Years of Full-time Teaching Experience for Elementary School Teachers
One year 8.0 9.1 9.1 4.2 1.6 1-2 yrs: 3.8
3-4 yrs: 6.7
2-4 years 19.5 23.7 23.3 21.8 13.1
5-9 years 19.4 21.7 24.0 28.6 28.2 23.4
10-19 years 25.5 24.0 25.3 27.7 35.0 39.8
20 years or more 32.2 26.7 22.5 17.5 22.3 26.0
Mean 14.9 13.4 12.0 11.0 13.0 15.0
Median 13.0 10.0 8.0 8.0 11.0 13.0
Years of Full-time Teaching Experience in Present System for Elementary School Teachers
1-2 years 24.3 27.2 27.0 18.3 12.0 Less than 5 yrs:
5-19 years 41.6 43.9 42.8 54.4 65.1 5-19 yrs: 64.^
Age of Teacher
Under 30 22.2 27.7 37.6 36.2 21.2 13.9
30-39 18.5 21.2 18.9 24.8 36.4 38.1
40-49 25.2 19.6 17.7 20.9 23.5 24.5
50 and over 34.1 31.4 25.7 18.0 19.9 23.6
Mean 44.0 41.0 39.0 37.0 39.0 41.0
Median 45.0 40.0 37.0 34.0 37.0 39.0
TABLE 1— Continued
1961 1966 1971 1976 1981 1983
Levels of Education
Less than bachelor's 24.8 12.9 4.6 0.7 0.4 Response Option
Not Available
Bachelor's 50.4 71.4 74.5 69.8 54.8 51.4
Master's
Education specialist or
11.8 15.7 20.3 27.1 40.1 44.7
6-year degree 13.9 0.8 0.6 2.2 4.6 3.7
Doctor's 0 . 1 0 . 0 0 . 0 0 . 1 0.2 0 . 1
Plans to Remain in Teaching for Elementary School Teachers
Until required to retire a a a 12.6 13.9 12.4
Until eligible to retire 
Will probably continue unless
a a a 47.7 36.1 43.1
something better comes along 
Definitely plan to leave
a a a 7.3 16.1 20.0
teaching as soon as I can a a a 4.4 6.1 8.0
Undecided at this time a a a 28.0 27.7 16.5
Willingness-to-Teach-Again Responses for Elementary School Teachers
Certainly would 57.3 59.6 50.1 43.5 26.4 28.5
Probably would 25.7 24.5 30.1 27.8 26.4 34.9
Chances are about even 9.9 10.0 10.4 13.7 16.9 Response Option
Not Available
Probably would not 5.3 4.7 6.7 10.8 20.9 27.0
Certainly would not 1.8 1.2 2.8 4.3 9.5 9.6
I
SOURCE: National Education Association, Nationwide Teacher Opinion Poll, 1980 (Washington, DC: 
National Education Association, 1980), pp. 8-9, 14; National Education Association, Nationwide Teacher 
Opinion Poll 1983 (Washington, DC: National Education Association, 1983), pp. 5-6; Suzanne Gardner, 
Status of the American Public School Teacher, 1980-81 (Washington, DC: National Education Association, 
1982), pp. 74, 76, 90, 119, 125, 171; personal correspondence with Suzanne Gardner, National Education 
Association, Washington, DC, June 11, 1984; and personal correspondence with Suzanne Edgar, National 
Education Association, Washington, DC, July 5, 1984.
Data not available.
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in the percentage of teachers with less than five years of experience.
The percentage of teachers over the age of fifty also reflected the 
trend of the statistics on experience; more teachers in 1983 than since 
1976 were over the age of fifty, but the 1983 percentage was 10.5 percent 
less than that in 1961. The percentage of teachers aged thirty to 
forty-nine was larger in 1983 than at any time within the past twenty- 
two years. In 1983 62.6 percent of elementary teachers surveyed were 
between the ages of thirty and forty-nine compared to 43.7 percent in 
1961, 40.8 percent in 1966, 36.6 percent in 1971, 45.7 percent in 1976, 
and 59.9 percent in 1981.
There were more teachers in 1983 than in 1961 between the ages 
of thirty and forty-nine but less over the age of fifty and more 
teachers with over five years of experience but less teachers with over 
twenty years of experience. Hence, the 1983 elementary teacher popula­
tion was best described, based upon the NEA survey data, as middle-aged 
and experienced.
A visual inspection of the data in table 1 showed that over the 
last twenty-two years teachers became less mobile. More teachers (22.5%) 
in 1983 than in 1966 had taught in their present systems five to nineteen 
years. What explains the trends noted thus far in elementary teachers’ 
years of experience, ages, and mobility?
In the early 1960s schools were staffed by older teachers who 
had raised children born during the "baby boom" following World War II 
and by very young teachers who had been attracted to teaching at a time 
when those "baby boom" children began flooding the schools. Feistritzer 
(1983) referred to the "wave that moved through American service systems" 
(p. 31) placing increased demands on schools. Then in the mid to late
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1970s there occurred a declining birthrate due to such factors as 
economic conditions, improved methods of birth control, ease of 
obtaining abortions, and the increase in numbers of women working 
outside the home. Subsequently, as enrollments declined, cuts in staff 
fell heavily upon younger teachers and those with the least seniority.
The lack of teachers' mobility reflected in the number of years 
in the same system could be explained by referring to the increase in 
years of experience and in age of teachers. With the percentage of 
beginning teachers down to 3.8 percent in 1983, for example, a person 
certainly would not expect to find a substantial number of teachers 
reporting one to two years in a system.
The decline since 1961 in numbers of teachers over the age of 
fifty may have been due to school districts' efforts to find ways to 
hire younger teachers. According to Feistritzer (1983), "many districts 
have through inducements encouraged teachers to retire early to 
accommodate reductions in force among their teachers. There is a common 
perception that teaching until a retirement age range of 67-68 has 
become increasingly unattractive for many" (p. 3).
In addition to financial inducements that might persuade 
teachers nearing retirement to leave the classroom, data from the NEA 
surveys indicated that some teachers might wish to leave the classroom 
before retirement because of negative views about teaching. The 
percentage of elementary teachers who said that they certainly would 
become teachers again dropped by 50 percent between 1961 and 1983.
These responses lent support to the contention that larger numbers of 
older teachers might leave the profession. On the other hand, while 
there were 10.5 percent fewer teachers aged fifty and over in 1983 than
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in 1961, there were 3.7 percent more teachers aged fifty and older in 
1983 than in 1976. Also, elementary teachers' responses to questions 
related to their plans to remain in teaching indicated that substantial 
numbers of elementary teachers would probably remain in teaching until 
retirement age. Indicating such plans for their futures were 67.6 
percent of elementary teachers in 1976 and 75.5 percent of elementary 
teachers in 1983. The data cited about teachers' future plans and 
about teachers' attitudes toward teaching may imply that principals will 
see larger numbers of teachers who would rather retire but who feel 
constrained to stay longer in the profession. Teaching until retirement 
age may become "increasingly unattractive" but increasingly necessary 
for many.
General economic trends in the United States have indicated 
support for the probability that teachers will remain longer in the 
teaching profession in the future. In a 1984 Census Bureau report it 
was noted that in 1982 66.5 percent of all married couples in the 
United States had two incomes. By contrast, in 1960, 42.7 percent of 
the married couples had two incomes and by 1970 the figure had 
increased to 53.1 percent (U.S. Department of Commerce 1984). The trend 
suggested by these figures lends support to the contention that teachers 
will remain longer in teaching, for a teacher's salary may increasingly 
serve as a necessary component of a two-income household.
Newman (1978) and Lowther, Coppard, Gill, and Tank (1982) 
mentioned rationale similar to that cited for assuming that more 
middle-aged people will in the future continue in the work force until 
retirement age. Both studies made the additional point that increased 
longevity and better health of older people will contribute to the
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ability of people to work more years.
Although school enrollments are beginning to increase, necessi­
tating the hiring of more teachers (the National Center for Education 
Statistics predicts a need for an additional 197,000 new teachers each 
year from 1986 to 1990), the demographic data cited indicate that 
principals currently are working, and in the future will be working, 
with substantial numbers of experienced teachers who view teaching as 
a sustained career.
According to the data cited in table 1 teachers in 1983 were 
more highly educated than ever before if one equates degrees with being 
highly educated. Although 24.8 percent of elementary teachers surveyed 
by the NEA in 1961 had less than a bachelor's degree, such teachers 
were virtually nonexistent in 1983. Less than one-half of elementary 
teachers in 1983 reported a bachelor's degree as their highest degree 
and over one-half reported having at least a master's degree.
The National Education Association (1983) contended that 
"research has consistently shown that teacher training and experience 
are positively related to student achievement" (p. 5). Forty-five 
studies were cited to substantiate this claim (Edgar 1984) . If training 
and experience of teachers are positively related, the 1983 United States 
teacher population was well suited, and the future teacher population as 
projected from the data will be well suited, to promoting student 
achievement. Teachers will have at least the potential to be labeled 
not only experienced, but also effective. The juxtaposition of this 
potential with teachers' attitudes (reflected in their responses to the 
question of whether they would again choose teaching as a career) 
confronts principals with a challenge. The potential of experienced
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teachers could be undermined by factors affecting their attitudes and 
motivation. Experienced teachers must be encouraged to develop their 
potential as effective teachers.
Teacher Characteristics
Central to several theories of leadership behavior has been an 
analysis of subordinates' characteristics, and perceptions and demographic 
information about teachers could provide a starting point for such an 
analysis by principals. However, while a study of demographic informa­
tion about teachers may be a rudimentary and essential step toward 
considering implications for leadership behavior of principals, citing 
teachers' ages, years of experience, and degrees earned does not 
provide enough information to relate to theories of leadership behavior 
which take into account characteristics of subordinates in relationship 
to circumstances in their environment. The work of researchers which 
has focused upon the implications of other characteristics of teachers 
in addition to such basic demographic information as that cited in the 
previous section must be considered.
The development of research on teacher characteristics has 
been outlined by Ryan and Phillips (1982). Their outline provided the 
basis for the following chronological survey of research on teacher 
characteristics.
When systematic research on teacher characteristics began in 
the 1950s the focus was upon isolated personality characteristics of 
teachers. Ryan and Phillips (1982) noted, "Although most research on 
teacher characteristics conducted during the 1950s was nontheoretical 
and fragmented, the broad findings consistently revealed that good
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teachers possess positive personality characteristics and interpersonal 
skills" (p. 1871). They cited Getzels and Jackson's review of research 
on teacher characteristics as substantiating their claim.
Getzels and Jackson (1963) initially looked at 800 references
on teachers' personalities and characteristics published between 1950
and 1960 before confining their review of studies to approximately 150.
After an extensive analysis of these studies, they concluded:
The regrettable fact is that many of the studies so far have 
not produced significant results. Many others have produced 
only pedestrian findings. For example, it is said after the 
usual inventory tabulation that good teachers are friendly, 
cheerful, sympathetic, and morally virtuous rather than cruel, 
depressed, unsympathetic, and morally depraved. (p. 574)
Getzels and Jackson (1963) suggested that such findings could 
have been expected by anyone knowing something about human interaction. 
They criticized in general the studies which they analyzed for repeating 
the obvious and for neglecting to search for "distinctive and specific 
features of teacher personality and the effective teacher" (p. 574).
They said that not enough attention in the research was paid to 
variations in teachers' ages, levels of teaching, years of experience, 
and other situational variables which might affect a description of 
teacher characteristics.
Getzels and Jackson (1963) also appealed for studies which had 
a theory base. They suggested that further research be prefaced with 
the question formulated by the 1952 Committee on the Criteria of 
Teacher Effectiveness of the American Educational Research Association: 
"On what grounds in learning theory or social-psychological theory 
(or any other body of theory) can we justify hypothesizing that this 
characteristic of teachers is related to a given effect?" (p. 576).
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The most extensive study of teachers conducted between 1950 and 
1960— Characteristics of Teachers (Ryans 1960)— avoided to a great 
extent the shortcomings of research cited by Getzels and Jackson 
(1963). Ryans based his study of teacher characteristics upon a 
theoretical framework. He formulated a definition of teacher behavior, 
stated assumptions regarding that behavior and implications of the 
assumptions which led to hypotheses that were tested against empirical 
data. Ryans (1960) defined teacher behavior as "the behavior, or 
activities, of persons as they go about doing whatever is required of 
teachers, particularly those activities which are concerned with the 
guidance or direction of the learning of others" (p. 15). He assumed 
that (1) teacher behavior was a function of situational factors and 
characteristics of individual teachers and that (2) teacher behavior 
was observable. Growing out of these assumptions were a number of 
implications such as, "Teacher behavior is characterized by some degree 
of consistency" (p. 20), which, in turn, led to hypotheses to be tested 
such as, "Certain teacher characteristics vary with the age of the 
teacher" (p. 25).
Ryans' study could also be distinguished from others of the 
decade by his efforts to focus on more than teachers' personality 
traits. As Ryan and Phillips (1982) noted, Ryans' research exemplified 
what would result in a transition from studies of isolated personality 
traits to studies that included investigations of teachers' attitudes 
and behaviors.
Ryans' study was an extensive research effort sponsored by the 
American Council on Education and funded by the Grant Foundation.
Under Ryans' direction and with the aid of seventy-five researchers,
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the study was begun in 1948, concluded in 1955, and finally published 
in 1960. The study had three objectives:
Objective I: The identification and analysis of some of 
the patterns of classroom behavior, attitudes, viewpoints, 
and intellectual and emotional qualities which may characterize 
teachers.
Objective II: The development of paper-and-pencil 
instruments suitable for the estimation of certain patterns 
of classroom behavior and personal qualities of teachers.
Objective III: The comparison of characteristics of various 
groups of teachers. (Ryans 1960, p. 10)
Ryans' samples included 6,179 elementary and secondary teachers 
from 1,747 schools in 446 school systems. Of the total, 837 of the 
schools were elementary schools and 3,005 of the teachers were 
elementary teachers. Seventy-six percent of the elementary teachers 
who participated in the study were aged thirty to over fifty-five. At 
least 100 separate research projects were carried out during the more 
than six years of the study. The studies involved classroom observations 
and teachers' responses to questionnaires and various other types of 
inventories designed by Ryans' researchers and other researchers.
Ryans' findings about elementary teachers related to experience, 
age, and effectiveness will be noted. Among elementary teachers, 
patterns of teacher behavior described as (1) warm, understanding, and 
friendly; (2) responsible, businesslike, and systematic; and 
(3) stimulating and imaginative, resourceful, original, and energetic 
were highly inter-correlated and were highly correlated with positive, 
productive pupil behavior. The composite observer assessments of 
responsible, businesslike, and systematic behavior were significantly 
higher at the .05 level for elementary teachers forty to fifty-four 
years of age than for other age groups.
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With respect to teacher behavior (characterized as warm, under­
standing, and friendly) there appears to be a tendency for 
teachers between the ages of 30 and 39 years of age to receive 
somewhat higher assessments than do the older or younger 
teachers, and for teachers over 55 years of age to receive the 
lowest assessments. (Ryans 1960, p. 129)
Teacher behavior characterized as stimulating and imaginative,
resourceful, original, and energetic was more highly assessed for
teachers of age groups thirty to thirty-nine and forty to fifty-four
than for the other age groups.
Regarding patterns of teacher behavior in relation to years of 
teaching experience Ryans (1960) noted that it was difficult to 
observe trends. "However, among the elementary teachers, the 5-9 year 
and 15-19 year experience groups receive higher mean assessments on 
all of the teacher behavior patterns" (p. 130).
Ryans found that, in general, elementary teachers had more 
favorable attitudes than did secondary teachers toward administrative- 
supervisory personnel, teachers and other nonadministrative personnel, 
and toward pupils. Superior elementary teachers (who had been so 
designated by their principals) regardless of age and experience had 
more favorable attitudes toward pupils than did poor teachers (also 
designated by the principals). Superior teachers also had more 
favorable attitudes toward administrators. There were no significant 
differences between the attitudes of superior and poor teachers toward 
teachers and other nonadministrative personnel. He found few significant 
differences among elementary teachers according to amount of teaching 
experience or age associated with the attitudes cited. One difference 
was that elementary teachers with less teaching experience tended to 
favor democratic classroom procedures more than did elementary teachers
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with more teaching experience.
Elementary teachers, in general, stressed the importance of 
including parents' and pupils' participation in deciding what should 
be taught and also stressed the importance of integrating out-of-school 
activities with the school program. This participative-integrative 
approach was termed the permissive view by Ryans— as opposed to the 
"traditional view" which Ryans characterized as stressing the importance 
of academic subject matter and achievement and the teacher's prerogative 
in deciding what should be learned and how it was to be learned.
Within the sample of elementary teachers, teachers under thirty 
years of age and those who had less than five years of experience 
tended more toward the permissive viewpoint. Teachers over forty-five 
years of age and those with ten years or more of teaching experience 
seemed to be the most traditional.
Ryans also measured the verbal intelligence of teachers using 
an instrument which he developed with other researchers— Inventory ISV. 
"The Kuder-Richardson reliabilities of these short scales were found 
to be .70 and .80, these values probably representing underestimations 
of the true reliabilities" (1960, p. 156). Elementary teachers over 
thirty years of age scored significantly higher in verbal intelligence 
than did younger teachers.
Two of the studies which were a part of the larger Character­
istics of Teachers study concentrated on outstanding elementary 
teachers. In the first study, outstanding teachers were so designated 
by trained observer-researchers. These teachers' responses to various 
instruments were analyzed. The outstanding teachers were found to have 
a tendency to
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be extremely generous in appraisals of the behavior and motives 
of others; possess strong interests in reading and literary 
affairs; be interested in music, painting, and the arts in 
general; participate in social groups; enjoy pupil relationships; 
prefer nondirective classroom procedures; manifest superior 
verbal intelligence; and be above average in emotional adjustment. 
(Ryans 1960, pp. 361-62)
The second study concerning characteristics of outstanding
teachers involved interviews with twenty elementary women teachers who
had been identified as outstanding by Ryans' observer-researchers.
The mean age of the teachers interviewed was thirty-nine. (Years of
teaching experience were not noted.) Ryans (1960) summarized the
personal qualities which appeared to characterize these teachers:
Frequently give as reason for teaching^ liking for children 
and interest in their development.
Express admiration of such qualities as friendliness, permis­
siveness, definiteness, and fairness in teachers.
Dislike in teachers such qualities as arrogance, intolerance, 
sarcasm, and partiality.
Typically appear to be "accepting," and generous in appraisals, 
of other persons. See good points of a person rather than bad.
Express satisfaction with teaching (and also with teacher 
salaries); intend to continue teaching indefinitely.
Frequently engaged in teaching activity as a child (e.g., taking 
charge of class in absence of teacher).
Decision to become teacher frequently was made prior to college 
enrollment; had planned to be a teacher from relatively early 
age.
Enjoyed school when they were students themselves.
Showed superior accomplishment when in school.
Report large number of teachers among parents and relatives.
Report participation in religious activities.
Enjoy activities with friends, but prefer small groups.
Frequently are members and officers of clubs.
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Are married (85 percent of group).
Interested and active in literary affairs (e.g., write poetry, 
have published books, etc.).
More emotionally stable than average adult (Guilford-Zimmerman).
More friendly than average adult (Guilford-Zimmerman).
More cooperative and agreeable than average adult (Guilford- 
Zimmerman) .
More restrained than average adult (Guilford-Zimmerman).
More objective than average adult (Guilford-Zimmerman).
More tolerant than average adult (California Psychological 
Inventory).
More inclined to "try to give a good impression" than average 
adult (California Psychological Inventory).
More interested in social service than average adult (Kuder 
Preference Record).
Less interest than average adult in computational and clerical 
activities (Kuder Preference Record). (pp. 365-66)
Ryans (1960) established that teacher characteristics did vary 
depending upon situational factors. He was one of the first to conclude 
that "age must be taken into account as a relevant independent variable 
whenever teacher characteristics are considered" (p. 390). He also 
broadened the study of teacher characteristics to include attitudes 
and behaviors and to investigate teachers' perceptions through 
interviews. Despite these contributions to research on teacher 
characteristics and the establishment of a theory base, he, like other 
researchers of the 1950s, added to the "laundry list" of teacher 
characteristics. One wishes that he had pursued what the characteris­
tics, behaviors, and perceptions implied. Why, for example, did 
superior elementary teachers have more favorable attitudes toward 
administrators? Why did teachers' preference for "democratic classroom
procedures" wane with age?
Despite Ryans' efforts and the urging of Getzels and Jackson 
that research on teacher characteristics become more theory based, 
studies "in the early-to-middle 1960s represented a continuation of 
the research tradition of the 1950s" (Ryan and Phillips 1982, p. 1871). 
Most researchers continued to focus upon isolated personality 
characteristics of teachers although some researchers attempted to 
study teachers' values and motivation. According to Ryan and Phillips 
the major contributions of research during this period were the 
consistent findings that teachers could not be viewed as a homogenous 
group, that they must be studied as individuals, and that the particular 
teaching situations determined to a great extent which teacher 
characteristics were most likely to effect success in those situations. 
Some of these findings appeared to be forgotten, however, by the late 
1960s.
During the mid to late 1960s and into the 1970s there was more 
behaviorally oriented research and less research on personality traits 
that could not be measured. Teacher competencies were identified.
The question had shifted over the years from what are the characteris­
tics of teachers to what should effective teachers dn to produce the 
best educational outcomes. Attention was largely diverted from looking 
at teachers generally and as individuals and from what had been an 
emerging focus on trying to figure out how teachers' perceptions and 
characteristics affected what they did in the classroom.
The writer found one major exception to the behaviorally 
oriented studies and that was The American Teacher: A Tentative 
Psychological Description by Levine (1971). Levine studied research
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conducted from 1957 to 1967 which analyzed the intellectual, person­
ality, and motivational characteristics of teachers. He concluded, 
based upon his review of research, that teachers were not intellectually 
inferior to individuals in other fields as had often been alleged. He 
also asserted that intellectual ability alone was not a reliable 
predictor of attainment in any case.
In view of the fact that intellectual ability, no matter how 
measured, contributes only approximately one-fourth of the 
variance to any measure of attainment, academic, or otherwise, 
the definitive issues relating to the psychological charac­
teristics of teachers would appear to be their personality 
and motivation. (Levine 1971, p. 6)
Levine's analysis of studies on personality and motivation 
produced one significant finding that had not been noted in previous 
studies. He concluded that whatever differences teachers had in 
personality characteristics and motivation when they entered teaching 
tended to diminish with time as they taught. He found that a pattern 
of behavior emerged in teachers which was "characterized by being 
highly deferential, placing a premium on order and endurance" (1971, 
p. 7). It seemed that the more teachers conformed to this "typical 
teacher-personality pattern, the less likely they are to feel satisfied, 
effective, and confident in the ability of their administrative 
officials, and the more likely the administration is to regard them 
as effective" (p. 8). Levine speculated that teachers dealing with 
"large numbers of students over six or so consecutive hours of the day 
and usually with little opportunity for the usual aesthetic or physical 
amenities" (p. 8) would naturally see a need to be efficient and to 
endure. He also surmised that administrators, judging from outward 
appearances, might assume that teachers who seemed to manage efficiently
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were effective teachers and that teachers who were deferential had no 
complaints.
In a study which yielded a finding similar to Levine's, Vavrus 
(1979) investigated the relationship of teacher alienation to workplace 
characteristics and career stages of teachers. His subjects were 83 
elementary teachers with four years or more of experience, 54 first-year 
elementary teachers, 64 elementary student teachers, and 74 preservice 
elementary education majors. Vavrus found that the longer his subjects 
taught, the more alienated from their work they became. To combat 
alienation of more experienced teachers he suggested that "school 
officials should allow teachers to participate directly in long-range 
planning decisions that determine the nature of the teaching job"
(p. 25).
Levine's and Vavrus' conclusions should have alerted adminis­
trators, particularly principals, to the possibility that some 
effective and/or experienced teachers might have been functioning under 
duress, that all might not have been as it seemed. It would appear 
that some teachers placed a premium on making it through the day, 
through the years, bent on pleasing administrators when they might have 
been more effective and mentally healthier if some attention was given 
to their own needs and perceptions. It was not until the late 1970s, 
however, that questions about teachers' needs and perceptions and 
factors influencing those needs and perceptions caught the attention of 
many researchers.
As noted, Levine's study appeared to have been the exception 
rather than the rule in the 1970s. The process-product approach to 
teacher characteristics reigned— relationships between measurable and
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observable teacher behavior and student achievement were studied during 
the 1970s. Medley (1977) conducted a large-scale review of teacher 
effectiveness research which was- behaviorally oriented and focused on 
elementary teachers. He maintained that it was not possible to 
identify specific teacher behavioral characteristics which proved to be 
effective in all teaching/learning situations. Medley concluded that 
there must be a wide variety of effective teaching behaviors which, in 
turn, resulted from a wide variety of teacher characteristics and that 
the effectiveness of the behaviors varied depending upon the situations.
Medley (1977) also concluded that a strictly behavioral 
approach to a study of teacher effectiveness was too narrow because 
such an approach did not consider "internal" variables. Such variables, 
he speculated, might very well affect a teacher's ability to be 
effective but be too elusive to measure. One is finally led by Medley's 
speculations back to earlier questions asked by researchers of teacher 
characteristics: What part do personality characteristics, values, 
motivations, and perceptions of teachers play in their attempts to 
become successful teachers? How could an investigation of such 
factors, however, avoid the tendency of the research conducted in the 
early 1950s to focus on isolated teacher characteristics? A theory for 
looking at teacher characteristics was needed which could integrate 
and analyze the impact of internal characteristics as well as external 
variables upon teachers.
The Developmental Approach to 
Teacher Characteristics
During recent years educational researchers interested in 
teacher characteristics have concentrated on defining and analyzing
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stages in teachers' personal and professional development. This 
approach has had its roots in psychology and, according to Ryan and 
Phillips (1982), "places both personality and behavior in a context 
that recognizes the process of human change and development" (p. 1873). 
While defined stages in children's development had long provided 
researchers with a framework for studying children's characteristics 
and behavior, adult stages of development had not become the focus of 
much educational research. Some researchers, however, such as Fuller 
(1969) and Mitchell (1950) began investigating stages in teachers' 
personal and professional development as early as the 1950s and the 
1960s.
Feiman and Floden (1980) conducted a comprehensive review of 
literature which defined, described, and applied the concept of teacher 
development. They maintained that three approaches to teacher 
development could be delineated. The first developmental approach 
applied to teachers, according to Feiman and Floden, was that which 
attempted to construct a developmental theory of teachers. They stated, 
"The basic question is: How do teachers develop and change over time?" 
(p. 3). The second approach to teacher development Feiman and Floden 
saw as focusing on the question, Can developmental constructs explain 
individual differences among teachers and offer guidance in designing 
interventions? The central question asked by those who adopted the 
third approach was, How can teacher development be supported and 
fostered? Using Feiman and Floden's three questions as guides, the 
writer selected from the literature research which attempted to answer 
the questions from slightly different perspectives.
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The work of Fuller (1969) and her colleagues at the University 
of Texas Research and Development Center was considered to be the 
seminal research attempting to address concerns of teachers from a 
developmental perspective. Fuller's primary interest was beginning 
teachers and student teachers. She maintained that these teachers 
progressed from stages in which they were concerned with simply 
surviving in the job of teaching to a later stage in which their 
attention shifted from concern about self to concern about students.
She based her conclusions on extensive work with student teachers; she 
observed their work and listened to their concerns. Fuller (1969) 
stated:
[W]hat we know is that beginning teachers are concerned about 
class control, about their own content adequacy, about the 
situation in which they teach, and about evaluations by their 
supervisors, by their pupils and of their pupils by themselves.
(p. 210)
Fuller (1969) concluded that since beginning teachers were consumed 
with attempting to answer the questions, "Where do I stand?" and "How 
adequate am I?" (p. 220), supervisors were wasting their time trying 
to force these teachers to concentrate on the needs of students.
First, she maintained, teachers must come to terms with fears of 
being adequate to handle their jobs, and then they could concentrate 
upon the needs of others.
Fuller and her colleagues connected teachers' stages of concern 
with Maslow's hierarchy of needs. "Early concerns can be thought of 
as more potent security needs and later concerns as task-related and 
self-actualizing needs which only appear after the prepotent security 
needs have been satisfied" (Feiman and Floden 1980, p. 9). Fuller's 
research seemed to indicate that supervisors must be committed to
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supporting and positively reinforcing beginning teachers until, with 
that support and with time and experience, they were able to overcome 
self-obsessions and see their students' needs as primary.
Fuller (1969) investigated concerns of experienced, superior 
teachers who did see students' needs as primary and had overcome 
self-obsessions. After regrouping the data of Gabriel (1957) and 
studying the work of Jackson (1968) she concluded that experienced, 
superior teachers were definitely more pupil oriented than beginning 
teachers. In Fuller's view experienced, superior teachers were 
concerned about their "ability to understand pupils' capacities, to 
specify objectives for them, to assess their gain, to partial out one's 
own contribution to pupils' difficulties and gain and to evaluate 
oneself in terms of pupil gain" (p. 221).
Katz (1972), working with preschool teachers, cited four 
developmental stages for teachers. Her conceptualization of stages 
in teacher professional growth was similar to Fuller's. As well as 
describing each stage, she indicated what types of support and resources 
were implied by teachers' needs during each stage. Katz termed the 
stages survival, consolidation, renewal, and maturity; and while 
acknowledging that teachers passed through these stages at varying 
rates, she believed that most teachers reached the stage of maturity 
after about five years of experience.
The stage of survival, which Katz indicated could last a full 
year, was described as a time of anxiety. The teacher, attempting to 
cope with children's needs and parents' needs while struggling with 
feelings of inadequacy, was seen as needing support, understanding, 
encouragement, reassurance, comfort, and guidance. Katz believed that
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supervisors of teachers at this stage must be on call as needed to 
provide on-site support and technical assistance.
During the second stage— consolidation— Katz (1972) indicated 
that the teacher "is now ready to consolidate the gains made during 
the first stage and to differentiate tasks and skills to be mastered 
next" (p. 51). The teacher was seen as being more aware of individual 
differences in children and interested in finding ways to meet various 
children's needs. Katz believed that during this stage the teacher 
would continue to benefit from on-site guidance from a supervisor but 
that he/she would also be receptive to advice from a variety of 
resource people and from colleagues.
During the renewal stage Katz (1972) said that the typical 
three- to four-year veteran teacher would tire of doing the same things 
in the same way. He/she would reach out for new ideas and seek new 
teaching materials, not only for the benefit of the students but also 
for the teacher's own stimulation. Katz saw the renewal stage as the 
ideal time for teachers to attend conferences and workshops and to 
visit other classes and schools. Renewal was viewed by Katz as a time 
of branching out and building up one's repertoire.
The stage of maturity was defined not so much as a time of 
seeking out new ideas, materials, and techniques as a time of honing 
one's skills and knowledge. Most distinctly, it was defined as a stage 
during which teachers truly appreciated the complexity of their jobs 
and began to ask deeper and more abstract questions dealing with such 
topics as learning theory and the purpose of schooling. The mature 
teacher was characterized by Katz as an introspective person trying to 
focus upon a larger view of teaching and learning and his/her
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responsibilities in that endeavor.
Katz thought it essential that throughout maturity teachers 
had opportunities to attend seminars and conferences, to pursue 
graduate study, and to read widely in their areas of professional 
interest. It would seem logical to assume from Katz's description of 
mature teachers that these teachers would be receptive to being 
involved in formulating goals and objectives in a school or school 
district— in pursuing fundamental educational questions.
Katz (1972) thought it important for those working with 
teachers to recognize that since teachers' needs change as they gain 
experience, what would be stimulating to a first- or second-year 
teacher might not meet the needs of more experienced teachers. 
"Similarly," she said, "introspective and searching seminars that 
[mature] teachers . . . enjoy may lead to restlessness and irritability 
among the beginners" (p. 54).
Witherell and Erickson (1978) asserted that the key to under­
standing teacher development was a study of adult development. They 
also pointed out that although understanding teacher development from 
a more general study of adult development seemed to be a relatively 
recent focus of educational researchers, Dewey's philosophical tenets 
were actually a major part of the foundation of the work of 
developmentalists. Sprinthall and Sprinthall (1980) agreed: "Modern 
day developmental theory rests directly on a basic Deweyian contention. 
A central goal of education is to promote what Dewey called 
developmental growth" (p. 41).
Witherell and Erickson (1978) saw Loevinger's theory of ego 
development as particularly helpful in analyzing teachers' various
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stages of development. They thought that the theory could help 
educators better understand teachers and better meet individual 
teachers' needs. Loevinger's first stage was the Conformist Stage 
during which the person was seen as rather rigidly conforming to 
socially approved codes and norms. Beginning teachers, trying to cope 
with a new job, might see such a stance as the safest to adopt. During 
the second stage— the Conscientious-Conformist Stage— the teacher 
might become less rigid. "Exceptions and contingencies are allowed 
for" (Loevinger 1976, p. 19). More complex thinking would become 
evident in the Conscientious Stage. The teacher would develop "long­
term, self-evaluated goals and ideals, differentiated self-criticism, 
and a sense of responsibility (for other people)" (Loevinger 1976, 
p. 20). During the Conscientious Stage, Loevinger saw the person as 
being able to see more clearly the viewpoints of others. The Indi­
vidualistic Stage was chiefly characterized by an ability to tolerate 
paradoxes and inner conflict. At the Autonomous Stage, teachers' 
abilities to sort out ideas, resolve paradoxes, and arrive at their own 
beliefs while at the same time respecting the autonomy of others would 
deepen. Loevinger equated the Integrated Stage with Maslow's level 
of self-actualization and said that this stage— rarely attained— was 
characterized by increased objectivity and transcendence of self.
Since Witherell and Erickson believed that as teachers 
progressed from lower to higher stages of development they became more 
effective, they stressed the responsibility of educators to foster 
that development. Also, since teachers in a group would obviously be 
at differing stages of development, implied was the necessity of 
determining the placement of teachers relative to the stages defined
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so that teachers’ needs could be addressed individually.
Similarities to Witherell and Erickson's and Loevinger's
recognition of progressively higher stages of development could be seen
in the work of Apelman (1978). Apelman identified three stages in
teachers' career development. The first two stages seemed to call for
more practical, concrete teaching and "coping" tips, and the third for
broadening insights about the complexity of teaching and learning.
Apelman's third career stage was analogous to Loevinger's autonomous
and integrated stages; to Katz's stage of maturity; and to Fuller's
view of experienced, superior teachers' concerns. Apelman's third
career stage was characterized as a time when teachers were not
satisfied with their teaching even though they may have created
effective learning environments:
When teachers have experienced learning in some depth at 
their own level, when they have solid knowledge of both child 
development and subject matter and can use it as a basis for 
their planning, they are ready to extend children's learning 
and build their own curriculum. (p. 28)
Mitchell (1950) identified a stage similar to Apelman's third 
career stage. She worked with a group of teachers for three years on 
a curriculum development project and was primarily interested in the 
teachers' professional growth during the three years. She noted that 
by the end of the three years the teachers had become interested in 
combining the theoretical and the technical. "The teachers' interest 
in how to acquire skill in the techniques broadened to why these 
techniques helped children to healthy all-around growth" (p. 335).
Mitchell also identified a stage of development that seemed 
similar to Maslow's level of self-actualization and Loevinger's 
integrated stage. At this stage teachers were believed to think more
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globally— to develop a view of how their work was related to the 
broader human endeavor of educating people to live responsibly and 
fully.
A study by Bussis, Chittenden, and Amarel (1976) proposed to 
investigate the understandings and constructs of teachers who were 
engaged in an instructional development project. The teachers worked 
with advisors whose ultimate goals were to help teachers "assume a 
more thoughtful and active role in influencing the educational 
environment" (p. 157) and "to provide a range of support that would 
enable teachers to analyze situations and arrive at their own decisions 
about problems and solutions to them" (p. 157). The advisors were 
most helpful to teachers who could be categorized as functioning at 
stages described as mature or autonomous. The advisors were least 
helpful to teachers who were most concerned with the technical aspects 
of teaching— a characteristic common to teachers at lower levels of 
development. Perhaps those attempting to foster the professional 
development of teachers should take a cue from one of the teachers 
participating in the Bussis, Chittenden, and Amarel study: "We try to 
tune in to kids— who they are, where they are, what they are— and you 
have to get the same kind of thing from the advisory" (p. 162).
In a qualitative study of fifteen elementary teachers, Burden 
(1980) stated, "The most striking finding was the evidence of stages 
of career development" (p. 13). The mean age of teachers was thirty- 
five; the median age was thirty-four. The mean number of years of 
teaching experience was twelve; the median number of years of teaching 
experience was also twelve. Burden found that "year phases" seemed to 
apply to each teacher's development and that common characteristics
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could be noted during the first year; during a stage which encompassed 
the second, third, and fourth years; and during a phase labeled "the 
fifth year and beyond." The professional characteristics of teachers 
during each phase of development as described by Burden (1980) follow:
[Professional Characteristics Exhibited the First Year]
1. Limited Knowledge of Teaching Activities: limited know­
ledge of teaching methods, lesson planning, learning 
problems, record keeping, motivating and disciplining 
students; unorganized
2. Limited Knowledge of Teaching Environment: limited 
knowledge of children's characteristics (personalities, 
behavior, attention spans, achievement levels, interests), 
school curriculum, subject matter, school rules and 
regulations, discipline limits
3. Conformed to an Image They Held of Teachers: adopted an 
image of what a teacher should be and conformed to that 
image, taught in a traditional manner, did not want to 
complain
4. Limited Professional Insight and Perception: too wrapped 
up in their own activities to see other aspects of their 
professional environment, unable to identify causes of 
student misbehavior, unable to see themselves objectively
5. Subject-centered Approach to Curriculum and Instruction: 
teaching the subject and preparing the students 
academically seen as main goal; limited personal contact 
with the children
6. Feelings of Uncertainty, Confusion, and Insecurity: 
feelings of inadequacy; uncertain and confused about many 
aspects of the job; worried about how to teach and about 
not teaching correctly
7. Unwilling to Try New Teaching Methods: unwilling to try 
teaching methods they were unfamiliar with while they 
were still trying to master initial methods. (p. 20)
[Professional Characteristics Exhibited the Second, Third and
Fourth Years]
1. Increased Knowledge of Teaching Activities: refined and 
improved teaching techniques, more knowledge in planning 
and organizing subject matter, more knowledge about 
different teaching techniques, more knowledge to antici­
pate and relate subject matter
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2. Increased Knowledge of Teaching Environment: more know­
ledge of children's characteristics, increased knowledge 
and ability to anticipate events, more knowledgeable
and comfortable with subject matter, better understanding 
of what does and does not work in the classroom
3. Gradually Abandoning the Image They Held of Teachers: 
gradually stopped conforming to an image and started using 
the teaching techniques that worked best for them, allowed 
their own personality to come out more
4. Gradually Gaining More Professional Insight and Perception: 
more insight into the complexity of the professional 
environment; saw children in more complex ways and were 
able to respond to their needs more capably
5. Approach to Curriculum and Instruction: Starting to See 
the Child as a. Person: learned more and became more 
concerned with the child's self-concept, tried to deal 
more with the individual
6. Gaining Confidence, Security, and Maturity: more 
comfortable with what they were doing, with the subject 
matter, and with the teaching techniques they used; more 
relaxed and sure of themselves
7. Willing to Experiment With New Teaching Techniques: 
willing to experiment with different teaching techniques 
after mastering some initial skills; saw the need to use 
more teaching techniques to meet the needs of the children.
(pp. 22-23)
[Professional Characteristics Exhibited the Fifth Year and
Beyond]
1. Knowledge of Teaching Activities: good command of planning 
and organizational skills; knew many aspects of the job 
well; more able to adjust teaching to accomplish more; 
knew different ways of teaching
2. Knowledge of Teaching Environment: knew the children, 
curriculum, and teaching methods quite well; much knowledge 
due to cumulative value of teaching experiences
3. Continuing to Abandon the Image They Held of Teachers: 
gradually stopped conforming to the image and started 
using the teaching techniques that worked best for them; 
continued to let their own personality come out more
4. Continuing to Gain More Professional Insight and
Perception: continued to become more perceptive of the
complexities of the professional environment; viewed the 
children in more complex ways and were able to respond
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to children's qualities more capably
5. Child-centered Approach to Curriculum and Instruction; 
concerned with teaching the individual child and with 
relationships with the children; more personal emphasis 
in instruction; more concern with establishing and main­
taining a good classroom environment so warm relationships 
could exist
6. Feelings of Confidence, Security, and Maturity: sensed 
they could handle most situations they might encounter; 
confident and secure feelings; willing to try new things; 
feelings of being a mature teacher
7. Continually Willing to Experiment With New Teaching 
Techniques: willing to continually experiment with new 
teaching techniques to increase their competence, 
passively accept change, and keep their teaching inter­
esting for them. (pp. 25-26)
One of Burden's conclusions about experienced teachers seemed 
especially noteworthy. Burden's experienced teachers were unthreatened 
by change. They seemed to welcome change as a continual process and 
focused upon personal improvement and challenge. They saw their 
students and themselves as benefiting from experiments with new 
teaching techniques. It is important to note, however, that experienced 
teachers in Burden's study were receptive to new ideas as long as those 
ideas fit into their established philosophies. They were willing to 
change "techniques rather than their philosophy" (1980, p. 25).
Buchman and Schwille (1982) saw as significant the problem of 
resistance to changes which did not conform to teachers' preestablished 
ideas. They asserted that as teachers accumulated years of experience, 
they sometimes tended to refine their prejudices and were not receptive 
to ideas which challenged their fundamental beliefs. Jackson (1968) 
substantiated this claim in his interviews with outstanding elementary 
teachers. Tye and Tye (1984) reached similar conclusions from their 
research with Goodlad. Buchman and Schwille (1982) described this
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lack of openness to different philosophies as a problem of "overcoming 
of experience":
Firsthand experience is often viewed as a process in which 
one comes to terms with the "real world," the world of 
practiced performers into which the novice is initiated.
In this view of learning, the role of imagination is limited 
and that of imitation paramount. Learning from experience, 
from this vantage point, is learning to adhere to practices 
and standards that remain unchallenged. (p. 14)
The teachers in Burden's study seemed to want to be challenged 
but within the parameters of their basic philosophies. An implication 
of this finding for principals was that efforts to nurture the 
professional development of experienced teachers would require great 
expertise in leadership and would have to be based upon a sound 
understanding of teachers' basic philosophies.
Newman (1978) contributed to the study of professional develop­
ment of teachers. She studied ten middle-aged elementary and secondary 
teachers' perceptions of their career development and assumed that 
there might be patterns of teacher career development. She hoped that 
middle-aged teachers, in reflecting upon stages in their careers, 
might become aware of how their needs had changed over the years.
For example, Newman cited the importance of improving in-service 
education: "It is likely that inservice education would become signifi­
cantly more effective if it were based on teachers' understandings of 
their own changing needs" (p. 15). She was told by the teachers in 
her study that they had experienced in their early forties a drop in 
satisfaction and felt that they were "getting in a rut" (p. 280). Not 
really knowing what they wanted, they reported feeling "a need for a 
different teaching situation and consequently made changes in schools 
and/or grade levels" (p. 280). These changes seemed to rejuvenate the
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teachers because the new teaching situations required them to meet the 
challenges which they perceived were required by a different grade 
level and/or school.
McLaughlin and Marsh (1979) observed similarly to Newman:
After several years in the classroom, teachers want to explore 
new areas and take more responsibility for their professional 
growth. But few schools or districts explicitly address the 
professional development needs of their tenured staff. Thus, 
it is not entirely surprising that experienced teachers 
sometimes feel there is little challenge left for them and 
"turn off" from teaching. (p. 85)
The research of Lowther et al. (1982) which examined aspects 
of middle-aged teachers' work lives also resulted in the finding that 
teachers felt locked into jobs that offered little opportunity for 
advancement. Lowther et al. appealed for greater attention to 
"creating environments that are more responsive to the needs of older 
teachers including job enrichment, higher income, sabbaticals, greater 
challenge, and more effective in-service training" (p. 122).
Newman concluded as did Lowther et al. and McLaughlin and Marsh 
that there were definite changes in the teachers' perceptions over the 
years of their teaching careers. Newman asserted, however, that the 
changes followed a variety of patterns and also contained some 
commonalities such as the teachers' changing in-service needs. She 
therefore was reluctant to categorize teachers into definitive stages 
of development based upon age and years of experience. An implication 
of Newman's research might be that generalizations about teachers' 
characteristics, needs, and concerns must be broad enough to be useful 
for planning for staff development for a group while at the same time 
not so broad that one succumbs to stereotyping teachers on the basis 
of age and years of experience thereby obscuring the view of the
49
individual teacher.
Hunt (1978) advocated not only a personal individualistic 
approach but also a cooperative approach to considering teachers' needs 
at various levels of development. He asserted that experienced 
teachers were too often viewed as "passive pawns to be remediated"
(p. 239). After extensive observations of and interviews with teachers, 
he suggested that those seeking to help a teacher develop professionally 
must ascertain with the teacher (1) what the teacher wanted to know,
(2) what the teacher knew, (3) what the teacher could do, and (4) what 
the teacher actually did in the classroom.
Certainly one must be cautious when formulating generalizations 
about characteristics of teachers, especially since it seems that more 
questions than answers have resulted from the research of the last 
three decades. Still, it is important that principals and other 
educators consider the tentative answers which have resulted from 
research on teacher characteristics and continue to pursue the 
questions raised. The writer, in attempting to understand the charac­
teristics and needs of experienced, effective teachers, has been 
particularly influenced by the answers provided and the questions 
raised by studies based upon theories of teacher development.
In the next section the work of researchers who have investi­
gated the relationship between characteristics and perceptions of 
subordinates' and leaders' behavior will be reviewed. Such research 
has led to theories which provided the rationale for studying 




Research outside of and within educational settings on 
relationships between subordinates and leaders can contribute to an 
understanding of how elementary school principals might be more 
effective in working with experienced, effective teachers. Theories 
of leadership behavior provide a framework within which to consider 
research already conducted and from which to proceed with further 
inquiry.
Assessments of leaders' behavior by subordinates have been used 
to investigate relationships between subordinates' needs and preferences 
and leaders' behavior. Some of the most important work in this area 
originated with Hemphill in 1945 and resulted in the Ohio State 
Leadership Studies. The Ohio State researchers found through numerous 
empirical studies that dimensions of leadership behavior could be 
reduced to two dimensions identified by Halpin and Winer (1957) and 
Fleishman (1957) as consideration and initiation of structure.
Behaviors categorized under the rubric of consideration were oriented 
toward attending to individuals; behaviors categorized under the 
rubric of initiation of structure were oriented toward attending to 
the organization. Consideration was associated with behavior 
indicative of friendship, mutual trust, respect, and warmth in the 
relationship between the leader and subordinates. Behavior associated 
with initiating structure resulted in the leader's defining the roles 
which each subordinate and the leader were expected to assume and 
establishing well-defined patterns of organization, channels of 
communication, and ways of getting jobs done.
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Stogdill (1963), also at Ohio State University, built upon the 
work of Hemphill, Halpin and Winer, and Fleishman. His conception of 
the facets of leadership behavior required a more detailed categoriza­
tion. He stated, "It has not seemed reasonable to believe that two 
factors are sufficient to account for all the observable variance in 
leader behavior" (p. 2). Stogdill identified twelve subscales of 
leadership behavior, each of which was more oriented toward task or 
toward relationships.
Stogdill (1963) associated six categories of behavior with 
attending to the needs of an organization. These categories as 
explicated by Stogdill are briefly described as follows:
Production emphasis: This category includes such behaviors as 
pushing people to work harder to surpass previous records and to stay 
ahead of competing groups, keeping work moving at a rapid pace—  
generally driving hard to get work done.
Representation: This category refers to behaviors which involve 
speaking for the group. As spokesperson for the group the leader 
represents them at meetings and sees to it that activities of the 
group are publicized.
Persuasion: This category of behavior refers to the leader's 
ability to convince the group that his/her ideas should be implemented 
for the good of the organization and thus for the good of the group. 
Persuasion depends upon the leader's having firm convictions, effective 
speaking skills, and ability to inspire enthusiasm for a project.
Initiating structure: This category was more specifically 
defined by Stogdill than by previous researchers at Ohio State
University. He meant this category to include behaviors such as
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making one’s goals, ideas, and attitudes clear to a group; letting the 
group know how they were expected to contribute to meeting defined 
goals; encouraging uniform procedures to meet defined goals; and 
maintaining definite standards of performance.
Role assumption: Behaviors in this category are those which 
refer to assertive leadership actions. The assertive leader does not 
shrink from necessary action, takes the initiative in the group, lets 
no one take advantage of him/her, stands firm, and is easily recognized 
as the leader of the group.
Superior orientation: This category includes those actions 
that serve to enhance the leader's and the group's position with 
supervisors. Typical behaviors would include being friendly with 
superiors, convincing superiors to act favorably on the leader's 
suggestions for the welfare of the group, and wielding influence with 
superiors. This category also includes behaviors aimed at promoting 
the leader's advancement in the bureaucratic hierarchy.
Stogdill (1963) also associated six categories of behavior 
with attending to the needs of individuals within an organization.
These categories as explicated by Stogdill are briefly described as 
follows:
Reconciliation: This category refers to behaviors which result 
in the leader's clearly analyzing a situation involving many details 
and conflicting demands and then resolving the situation without 
becoming confused or mired in the complexity of the situation.
Tolerance of uncertainty: This category refers to actions that 
demonstrate the leader's ability to cope well with unresolved 
situations— to wait patiently when required without becoming unduly
53
anxious and upset.
Tolerance of freedom: In this category of behaviors are those 
which encourage and respect the autonomy and judgment of group members. 
Such behaviors include assigning a task and then letting individuals 
handle it, permitting the group to set its own pace, and encouraging 
initiative.
Consideration: Behaviors in this category result in an egali­
tarian approach to group tasks and in concerns shown for individuals' 
personal well-being. Behaviors such as treating all group members as 
the leader's equals, being friendly and approachable, being willing to 
make changes desired by the group, and being careful to explain 
administrative actions well in advance of a proposed change are all 
indicative of a considerate leader. The group's feelings are given 
paramount attention.
Predictive accuracy: Behaviors in this category show that the 
leader exhibits foresight. The leader is able to recognize impending 
problems in advance and plan for them.
Integration: This category includes behaviors that demonstrate 
the leader's ability to maintain a cohesive group whose work is 
coordinated.
Given the complexity of organizations, it is difficult to see 
how a leader could draw a definitive line between behavior oriented 
toward the organization and behavior oriented toward individuals. 
Stogdill (1963) concurred; he believed that behavior of a leader could 
be predominately but not solely oriented toward the organization or 
the individuals within the organization. The two are, in the end, 
inextricably intertwined. However, subordinates tend to perceive and
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leaders tend to emphasize one dimension or the other and such varying 
emphases affect subordinates greatly. Stogdill's conception of 
leadership behavior was reflected in the Leader Behavior Description 
Questionnaire-Form XII (LBDQ-12) which he and his associates devised. 
This instrument has been widely used in educational research.
The work at Ohio State University defined parameters of leader­
ship behavior and "provided a conceptual framework for thinking about 
leaders' behavior systematically" (Silver 1983, p. 125). A great deal 
of research and some theories of leadership behavior emanated from or 
extended the work of the Ohio State University researchers.
Greene (1975) conducted a study to assess the effect of 
subordinates upon leaders and the effect of leaders upon subordinates.
He used Stogdill's LBDQ-12 to measure managers' perceptions of their 
own leadership behavior and subordinates' perceptions of managers' 
leadership behavior and Stogdill's Job Expectation Questionnaire to 
measure subordinates' satisfaction. Greene also devised a scale to rate 
subordinates' job performance. Greene found that consideration caused 
subordinate satisfaction and that the better a subordinate performed, 
the more considerate the leader. However, poor subordinate 
performance caused the leader to initiate more structure. He also 
found that when structure was initiated by a considerate leader, 
subordinate satisfaction was affected positively, but that leaders 
perceived as inconsiderate were not able to initiate structure and 
maintain subordinate satisfaction.
Greene (1975) cited other studies such as Farris (1969) and 
Crowe, Bochner, and Clark (1972) which affirmed that subordinate 
performance caused changes in leader behavior. Greene stated, "These
55
are sound theoretical bases . . . from which one can argue that 
subordinate performance can cause the leader to vary his style of 
leadership" (p. 188). He noted that especially in jobs in which leaders 
were judged by their subordinates' performance (and certainly teachers' 
performance reflects upon principals), high-performing subordinates 
were regarded especially positively by leaders. Leaders initiated less 
structure for such subordinates and showed them greater consideration 
than they did low-performing subordinates. Speculating on the basis 
of Greene's research, one might expect principals to be especially 
considerate of experienced, effective teachers and to afford them 
autonomy. This may explain why Ryans' superior teachers had more 
favorable attitudes toward administrators than did poor teachers.
Kunz and Hoy (1976) also conducted a study investigating 
subordinates' perceptions of leaders' behaviors but in a school 
setting. They investigated the relationship between the perceived 
leadership style of principals and the "zone of acceptance" of 
teachers in professional matters. Kunz and Hoy defined the zone of 
acceptance as the range of behaviors that teachers were willing to 
grant administrators. They first reported from Clear and Seager's 
(1971) research that teachers were highly receptive to administrative 
directives dealing with such matters as "promptness in meeting dead­
lines," "care and maintenance of school equipment," and "adequacy and 
accuracy of reports" (Clear and Seager 1971, p. 57). Teachers were 
unreceptive to administrators' attempts to regulate any part of their 
personal lives. In the "professional domain," however, Clear and 
Seager found the greatest variability of teachers' acceptance of 
administrative influence. This domain affected such matters as
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"willingness to experiment," "receptivity to counsel, advice, and 
criticism," "methods of disciplining students," and "techniques for 
pupil evaluation" (1971, pp. 57-58). It was this third zone of 
acceptance that Kunz and Hoy investigated.
Kunz and Hoy (1976) found that the teachers' zone of acceptance 
was related to the perceived leadership behavior of the principal. 
Principals perceived as strong in both initiating structure and 
consideration received the widest zone of acceptance from teachers. 
However, Kunz and Hoy found that "those principals who exhibited high 
Initiating Structure tended to have teachers with fairly wide profes­
sional zones of acceptance irrespective of the principal's considera­
tion" (p. 59). There were no significant differences among the 
teachers' perceptions based on their ages, experience, desires to 
become an administrator, tenure, or advanced education levels.
Kunz and Hoy acknowledged that their findings stood in contrast 
to other studies of leadership behavior. For example, Halpin (1966) 
noted that educational research had indicated that teachers generally 
preferred principals who emphasized consideration rather than 
initiating structure. Brown and Anderson's (1967) research substan­
tiated this assertion. On the other hand, Kunz and Hoy (1976) 
maintained that some research was beginning to emerge which was 
consistent with their findings. They quoted Stogdill who reported 
findings that were "contrary to the popular hypothesis that authority 
operates as a factor to restrict group performance and lowers employee 
freedom and satisfaction" (p. 59). Kunz and Hoy speculated that 
perhaps teachers were more deferential, more willing to subject 
themselves to principals' directives, than had previously been supposed.
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(Of course here a person is reminded of Levine's and Vavrus' studies 
of teachers which indicated that teachers who were perceived as 
deferential and even receptive to principals' directives were not 
necessarily willingly so.)
Silver's (1983) perspectives on initiating structure (which
she termed a part of "system orientation") and consideration (which
she termed a part of "person orientation") disputed Kunz and Hoy's
interpretation of Halpin's findings and their own— the speculation
that teachers preferring principals to initiate structure were
necessarily deferential and unreflective. Silver noted that
initiation of structure can be interpreted as the creation 
of vehicles or channels whereby individuals' capabilities 
can best be expressed in the organizational context. Thus 
teachers with particular talents and interests are given 
a means to contribute to the school as a whole, and the 
school can benefit from individual members' strengths.
(p. 144)
She also noted positive aspects of the other dimensions of system- 
oriented behavior, production emphasis, persuasiveness, representation, 
role assumption, and superior orientation. She concluded that 
system-oriented behavior could serve to "facilitate goal attainment 
without impeding gratification of needs for individual participants"
(p. 144).
Likewise, Silver (1983) did not interpret the behaviors 
indicative of predictive accuracy, integration, demand reconciliation, 
consideration, tolerance of freedom, and tolerance of uncertainty—  
which she classified under the rubric of person-oriented behaviors— as 
indicative of "humanitarism alone." Rather she saw such behaviors as 
a product of "keen intelligence" about people and their needs and 
"humaneness" (p. 143).
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From Silver's analysis, it does not make sense to conclude 
that teachers' preferences for person-oriented behaviors or system- 
oriented behaviors inform about teacher characteristics. One would 
have to ask why teachers preferred a particular leadership behavior 
before making such judgments. For example, if a teacher preferred a 
principal to have a high tolerance for freedom, the reason for such a 
preference might be that the teacher wished freedom to experiment with 
instructional methods or, on the other hand, he/she might value the 
freedom to sit behind a desk all day and conserve energy. In summary, 
although teachers' preferences tell little about teacher characteris­
tics, it might be helpful for principals to know something about 
characteristics of teachers and then consider their preferences.
Gross and Herriott (1965) conducted a large-scale study— the 
National Principalship Study— a part of which investigated what they 
called the elementary school principal's Executive Professional 
Leadership (EPL). This study also pointed out the necessity of being 
aware of teachers' varying characteristics before making generaliza­
tions about their preferences regarding the behavior of principals.
Gross and Herriott (1965) defined EPL as principals' behavior 
which attempted to improve the quality of staff performance. Data 
were collected from 1,303 elementary teachers randomly selected in 
cities of 50,000 or more population across the nation. The teachers 
were asked to respond to eighteen statements about principals' 
behavior on a questionnaire devised by the researchers. The focus of 
the investigation was the teacher as observer of his/her principal's
behavior.
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The principals in Gross and Harriott's study received from 
teachers Executive Professional Leadership scores on a four-point 
scale: high, moderately high, moderately low, low. Gross and Herriott 
(1965) found that there was a positive relationship between high EPL 
scores and the staff's involvement in principals' decisions, principals' 
egalitarian relations with staff, principals' social support of staff, 
principals' administrative abilities (such as running meetings and 
conferences in an organized fashion and making decisions which were 
accurate as perceived by teachers), and supporting teachers in 
conflicts between teachers and pupils. High EPL scores were also 
correlated with high teacher morale.
From Gross and Herriott's study it could be concluded that
principals' behaviors which attempted to improve the quality of staff
performance could have positive consequences. They stated:
That the principals' EPL was positively associated with 
indices of teachers' professional orientation to their 
work . . . indicates that a professional staff may 
[italics mine] perform more, not less, effectively when 
its administrators attempt to influence it. (1965, p. 162)
The key word in the quote is may. The high EPL scores were associated
with attempts at influence which could best be described as collegial
in approach. It was not surprising that the teachers viewed positively
such an approach. Still, generalizations about what teachers preferred
based on the Gross-Herriott study must be viewed with caution. They
knew little about the characteristics of the teachers participating
in their study and so stated: "How the competence, experience, self-
confidence, commitment, and aspiration of professional subordinates
affect their reaction when their supervisors seek to influence their
behavior are questions that await systematic exploration" (p. 162).
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The work of Hersey and Blanchard (1982) stressed the importance 
of subordinates' characteristics (or "styles and expectations").
After reviewing studies which considered various environmental variables 
which affected a leader's ability to be effective, they concluded that 
"the key to environmental variables" was "the relationship between the 
leader and the follower" (p. 146). In turn, an essential part of 
understanding such a relationship was seen as an analysis of the 
follower in a given situation. They stated, "Followers in any 
situation are vital, not only because individually they accept or reject 
the leader but because as a group they actually determine whatever 
personal power that leader will have" (p. 131). In other words, as a 
principal commented to the writer about teachers, "In the end, they 
know who's boss" (Olson 5 December 1983).
Hersey and Blanchard formulated a theory of situational 
leadership which depended upon the leader's analyzing the maturity 
levels of subordinates before making leadership decisions. They 
maintained that the maturity levels of followers varied from low to 
high, depending on the situation in which the follower was functioning, 
and that the needs of followers regarding leadership depended upon 
their levels of maturity in that situation.
Hersey and Blanchard characterized people at high levels of 
maturity as autonomous, in little need of psychological support, 
confident, and competent to make decisions which would result in 
their working as effectively as possible. These people were seen as 
dependent upon the leader's ability to delegate power and responsi­
bility to them.
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People at low levels of maturity were characterized as needing 
what Stogdill would have called a great deal of structure. They were 
seen as insecure and neither confident nor competent. These people 
were seen as depending upon leaders to tell them what to do in a 
direct way without coddling.
People low to moderately mature were characterized as being 
on the learning edge, in need of more skills in order to do their 
jobs well, and as being receptive to advice and instruction. They 
were seen as needing support as well as more technical advice.
People moderately to highly mature were characterized as 
competent but insecure. These people were viewed as needing support 
and as needing to be included in decision making so that their 
competence could be nurtured in a facilitative way by the leader.
The task for leaders adhering to situational leadership theory, 
then, was viewed by Hersey and Blanchard as depending upon accurately 
diagnosing the maturity level of subordinates. However, it is 
important to note that Hersey and Blanchard would caution a principal 
working with experienced, effective teachers from labeling them as 
mature and then basing all interactions with such teachers upon a 
"delegating" style of leadership. While in general experienced, 
effective teachers would probably most often function at Hersey and 
Blanchard's maturity level, crucial to situational leadership theory 
is that maturity levels change according to the situation in which 
subordinates find themselves. It is conceivable, for example, that an 
experienced teacher effective in teaching kindergarten and functioning 
at the maturity level in that position could suddenly be at a level 
of low maturity if assigned to teach sixth grade.
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Argyris (1964) maintained that organizations did not generally 
foster maturity even though most people matured over time and naturally 
expected to be accorded more autonomy in recognition of their increased 
expertise. He held the view that too often, as individuals attempted 
to increase their autonomy, leaders reacted by attempting to control 
the individual, thus leading to frustration and conflict. Argyris' 
theory implied that principals who treated experienced, effective 
teachers as they would beginning teachers took the risk of not only 
alienating such teachers but also of depriving a school of talented 
and experienced teachers' contributions to effective education.
McClelland's (1961) research spoke to relationships between 
leaders and subordinates and also offered insights about how leaders 
might approach relationships with experienced, effective teachers.
Just as it was most likely that such teachers would be described by 
Hersey and Blanchard as people of "high maturity" in many situations, 
McClelland would likely describe them as "self-motivated achievers."
He described self-motivated achievers as goal directed, adept at 
choosing their own achievable goals and at measuring their own achieve­
ment of those goals. His work implied that leaders would be well 
advised to allow self-motivated achievers a great deal of autonomy.
Utz (1972) concluded that some experienced teachers valued at 
least a democratic, participatory leadership style although they did 
not insist upon total autonomy. Utz conducted a study to provide 
information about existing and ideal leadership styles of principals 
as perceived by teachers. His sample consisted of 115 experienced 
teachers enrolled in graduate courses at two universities located in 
two midwest urban centers. Teachers were asked to (1) rank their
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principals by their own standards of what they considered a principal 
to be as excellent, good, average, below average, or poor; (2) rank 
the same principal on one-to-nine scales as they saw his/her actions 
reflecting consideration for teachers, concern for running an 
efficient school plant, and concern for an excellent learning program; 
and (.3) evaluate their principals using The Principal Leadership Style 
Questionnaire, an observation scale devised and adapted by Utz from 
Blake and Mouton's The Managerial Grid.
A positive linear relationship was found between the 
teacher's ranking of the principal (e.g., Excellent) and 
both the "Production" and "People" scores. [There were] 
no significant differences between the principal's scores 
on the "Production" and "People" dimensions except in the 
category of those principals ranked Below Average-Poor.
(Utz 1972, p. 3)
In the category of those principals ranked below average-poor, efficient 
school plant scores were significantly higher than their scores relating 
to both concern for teachers and concern for the learning program.
No significant differences emerged with regard to elementary 
or secondary schools. Behaviors perceived by experienced teachers as 
typical of excellent principals were delineated:
The "Excellent" principal tends to thoroughly orientate 
new teachers. He tends to plan extensively, but does this 
planning with the honest solicitation of input at teachers' 
meetings. Problems which develop in the school are neither 
hidden nor handled in an authoritarian manner; they are 
explored in depth. Evaluation of teacher performance is 
open and tends to focus on means by which that performance 
can be improved rather than overt or covert criticism.
The "Excellent" principal is respected and trusted by the 
teacher, and is seen as one who cooperates with the teacher 
in getting the teaching job done. (Utz 1972, p. 5)
Behaviors perceived by teachers as typical of below average or 
poor principals were also described:
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By contrast, examination of responses of those teachers 
seeing their principal as "Below Average" or "Poor" reveals 
a greatly different pattern of behavior. Orientation for new 
teachers is minimal. Teachers are placed in a clearly sub­
ordinate role, and their input for major educational decisions 
is not solicited. Teachers' meetings tend to be merely 
explanations of administrative decisions. At the same time, 
planning appears to teachers as very global and lacking in 
specifics. Evaluation of the teacher's performance is either 
not done or is not made known to the teacher. Teachers who 
"tit" are those who don't rock the boat. Most teachers find 
it convenient to "stay out of the way" of this principal.
(Utz 1972, p. 5)
The experienced teachers comprising Utz's sample clearly 
preferred principals who emphasized in their leadership styles a concern 
for both people and production. They valued attention by a principal 
to socio-emotional domains and "task" as it related to developing an 
excellent learning program.
Lortie (1975) conducted a sociological study of teachers which 
depended upon interviews with ninety-four randomly selected teachers 
from thirteen elementary schools, five junior high schools, and two 
senior high schools. Specific numbers were not provided, but Lortie 
acknowledged that proportionately more senior high school teachers 
were included in the sample than elementary or junior high school 
teachers. However, in reporting his findings Lortie sometimes referred 
to the varying perceptions of elementary and secondary teachers.
One of Lortie's objectives was to determine what teachers 
expected of principals. He found that teachers wanted autonomy in the 
classroom and the principals' support. They did not question the 
principals' authority, "but they seek to appropriate it to their ends" 
(1975, p. 198). Although elementary teachers were more likely than 
secondary teachers to acknowledge the importance of the principals' 
supervisory role, most of the teachers "do not seem to expect the
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principal to specify the content of their work; it is more that the 
principal has the right to expect teachers to do what they consider 
their best work" (p. 199). In summary, Lortie concluded that teachers 
expected principals to use their authority within limits defined by 
teachers.
Lortie's conclusions coincided with Utz's in that teachers in 
both studies indicated that they did not want to be dictated to or 
treated in an authoritarian manner. However, Lortie's teachers more 
assertively expressed a desire for autonomy than did Utz's subjects. 
This may have been due to the opportunities which Lortie's subjects had 
to express themselves in a more open-ended way in the interview format 
than Utz's subjects had responding to instruments.
Schiffer (1979) maintained that principals could expect
teachers in the future to insist upon autonomy as a right. She pointed
out that principals concerned with staff development must realize that
lines of authority in public schools had changed drastically since the
mid 1960s. Teachers had gained considerable legal and political power.
For the principal this meant that "teachers have to be persuaded, not
ordered, to implement innovations" (p. 21).
[A]ccording to pronouncements by NEA and AFT, teachers 
consider their expertise equal or superior to that of 
administrators and school boards in the areas of curriculum 
and instruction, and sometimes claim that the principle of 
colleague authority is justifiable, and perhaps even workable. 
Whether or not this principle will supplant the principle of 
bureaucratic authority, the point to be made is that teachers 
no longer consider themselves mere "implementors" of other 
people's decisions, on the bottom rung of the organizational 
ladder. (Schiffer 1979, p. 20)
Hall and Loucks (1979) agreed with Schiffer. They concluded 
from their research that administrators hoping to effect change must
66
become aware of teachers' goals and concerns rather than imposing 
goals and concerns upon teachers.
Jackson (1968) conducted a qualitative study of fifty out­
standing elementary school teachers' perceptions of "life in the 
classroom." The teachers identified by principals and other supervisors 
were chosen from suburban schools in the Chicago area. The teachers' 
perceptions of the authority of principals were a central theme of the 
interviews.
The teachers interviewed by Jackson echoed some of the senti­
ments of those who participated in Lortie's study and confirmed 
contentions by Schiffer and Hall and Loucks. Autonomy was highly prized 
by the teachers in Jackson's study. They saw as the two main threats 
to that autonomy an inflexible curriculum and "the possible invasion 
of the classroom by administrative supervisors bent on evaluation" 
(Jackson 1968, p. 129). Jackson pointed out that even though the 
teachers were considered outstanding and considered themselves out­
standing, these factors did not seem to alleviate great concern about 
and resistance to evaluations by principals. Many teachers expressed 
a desire for advice from curriculum specialists but evidently did not 
feel that a principal's vist could lead to that type of advice; such 
visits were associated with inspection and criticism. Similar concern 
was associated with requirements to turn in lesson plans for a 
principal's approval.
Jackson (1968) concluded that the teachers' resistance to what 
they perceived as constraints was due to needs to maintain professional 
pride. He believed that these teachers thought they were competent, 
made that judgment from an assessment of their students' progress,
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and did not see any reason why a principal should question what they 
were doing in the classroom. Obviously the implications for 
subordinate/leader relationships from teachers' perspectives based on 
Jackson's and Lortie's studies, on Schiffer's analyses, and Hall and 
Loucks's findings is that principals working with outstanding teachers 
would need to be adept at providing support and meeting such teachers' 
professional needs without threatening their sense of autonomy.
Sarason (1971) also studied outstanding teachers as a part of 
his general investigation of life in schools (which he termed "the 
culture of the school"), and from his study and his related work in 
psychology he speculated that characteristics of "outstanding" 
teachers were probably inherent in the teacher. However, he maintained 
that "characteristics of individuals are always, to some extent, a 
reflection of the setting in which the characteristics are manifested" 
(p. 171). Implied by Sarason's view was that if teachers developed as 
outstanding, that development was due, at least in part, to the 
influence of the environment in which they taught. That teachers' 
environments affect their development at least to some degree implies, 
in turn, that principals, as figures in those environments, may affect 
teachers' development.
This review of the literature on teacher characteristics and 
on subordinate-leader relationships has established four general points. 
First, there are and will be in the immediate future large numbers of 
experienced, middle-aged teachers in the United States. Second, 
teachers' characteristics and perceptions vary; but as teachers gain 
experience their professional development follows a rather predictable 
pattern resulting in changing professional needs over the years.
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Third, leader-subordinate relationships are complex, but understanding 
the nature of such relationships is crucial if principals are to be 
effective leaders, that is, if they are to accomplish the delicate 
balancing act of meeting teachers' professional needs while at the 
same time meeting the responsibility of creating an effective 
teaching-learning environment. Fourth, integral to understanding 
the nature of leader-subordinate relationships is a study of 
subordinates' characteristics and perceptions.
In the next chapter the research methodology will be described 
which enabled the writer to investigate the nature of selected 
principal-teacher relationships by focusing upon experienced, effective 
teachers' perceptions of principals' leadership behavior. Considering 
the increasing numbers of experienced teachers who have at least the 
potential to grow more effective as they gain experience, such a 
study seemed important. It is hoped that this study will contribute 




The methodology employed in this study is summarized in the 
following sections.
Sample
A sample of teachers was selected for this study who had been 
cited as effective by a process in which more than a few persons' 
opinions were considered. Such a process has been used in a selection 
of the Minnesota Teacher of the Year since 1963 by the Minnesota 
Education Association (MEA).
In Minnesota anyone could have nominated a teacher to be 
considered for the Teacher of the Year selection. Nomination forms 
were distributed by the MEA Public Relations Department to local school 
boards; organizations of school principals; the Minnesota Congress of 
Parents, Teachers and Students; MEA local associations (in the 434 
Minnesota school districts); and all news media. Nominees must have 
taught in public or nonpublic schools. "The program, sponsored by the 
Minnesota Education Association, does not attempt to find Minnesota's 
'best' teacher, but, rather one to represent the thousands of out­
standing teachers in Minnesota's public and nonpublic schools" 
(Minnesota Education Association 1983, p. 1).
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By the time of the nomination deadline, the nominee must have 
completed at least three full school years in her/his present 
school system. The nomination should give evidence of 
exceptional skill and dedication and an intent to continue 
in an active teaching career. Emphasis is on contact with 
students. This emphasis should be demonstrated in the 
nomination. The nominee also should play an active and 
useful role in his/her community. (Minnesota Education 
Association 1983, p. 1)
The MEA has required that each nominee submit an essay, "My Philosophy 
of Teaching," complete documentation of his/her education, career 
history, professional activities, community services, and awards and 
honors. Especially helpful to the judges have been portfolios 
containing testimonials from principals, other administrators, and 
supervisors; teaching colleagues; parents; other community members; 
and students. Photographs of the teacher at work in various teaching 
situations often have been included in the portfolio.
A panel of approximately twenty judges (the exact number has 
varied slightly from year to year) selected Teachers of Excellence 
from the nominees. The selection process ultimately narrowed the 
nominees from Teachers of Excellence to Honor Roll teachers, and from 
the Honor Roll teachers a State Teacher of the Year has been chosen 
annually; this teacher has become the Minnesota nominee for National 
Teacher of the Year.
The judges in Minnesota represented "large and small institu­
tions that prepare teachers, nonpublic education, news media, 
government, the judiciary, business and industry, lay public, senior 
citizens, minorities, parents, students, teachers and school adminis­
trators" (Minnesota Education Association 1983, p. 1). The judges 
were chosen by the Teacher of the Year Committee composed of the
current State Teacher of the Year and the two Minnesota teachers who
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were selected as National Teacher of the Year in 1967 and 1975. The 
Teacher of the Year Committee has been a subcommittee of the Committee 
for Projects and Promotions, a committee of the MEA Council for 
Communications.
The sample for this study was chosen from the 31 Teachers of 
Excellence selected from the 118 nominations received by the MEA in 
1983, the 22 Teachers of Excellence elected from the 91 nominations 
received in 1982, the 34 Teachers of Excellence elected from the 138 
nominations received in 1981, the 33 Teachers of Excellence elected 
from the 182 nominations received in 1980, and the 38 Teachers of 
Excellence elected from the 181 nominations received in 1979. From 
these 158 Teachers of Excellence the sample was narrowed to include 
54 regular elementary classroom teachers who taught in public schools, 
who had taught for no less than five years, and who had been working 
with their current principals for no less than three years. Excluded 
from the 158 Teachers of Excellence were secondary teachers; special 
education teachers; and those who exclusively taught art, music, and 
physical education. The special education, art, music, and physical 
education teachers were excluded because of the variance in their work 
assignments related to working with a principal. Nonpublic school 
teachers were excluded because of additional variables related to 
nonpublic schools which would have to be considered.
Since this writer intended to study the views of not only 
effective teachers but also experienced teachers, the criterion of 
five years of experience was chosen. Five years was specifically 
stipulated as the criterion for experience after studying research 
on stages in teachers' development (Burden 1980; Feiman and Floden
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1980; Fuller 1969; Glickman 1981; Newman 1978). Burden (1980) found 
that "by their fifth year, the teachers had committed themselves to 
teaching as a career when they reexamined their provisional commitments 
to the job" (p. 31). Burden also noted that "teachers in earlier 
years, years one through four, were primarily building knowledge and 
skills, and were determining if they wanted to make a career of 
teaching" (p. 28).
Procedure
The major questions asked in this study were answered by an 
analysis of teachers' responses to questionnaires and interviews. The 
questionnaires were used to assess the perceived leadership behavior 
of principals with whom the teachers worked and the teachers' 
perceptions of ideal leadership behavior of principals. The instrument 
used for this assessment was the Leader Behavior Description 
Questionnaire-Form XII (LBDQ-12) (The Ohio State University 1962) .
A copy of the instrument is included in appendix A.
Stogdill (1963) discussed the origin of the scales and the 
development of the LBDQ-12:
The Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire, often 
referred to as LBDQ, was developed for use in obtaining 
descriptions of a supervisor by the group members whom he 
supervises. It can be used to describe the behavior of the 
leader, or leaders, in any type of group or organization, 
provided the followers have had an opportunity to observe 
the leader in action as a leader of their group.
Origin of the Scales
The LBDQ grew out of work initiated by Hemphill. Further 
development of the scales by the staff of the Ohio State 
Leadership Studies has been described by Hemphill and Coons.
Shartle has outlined the theoretical considerations underlying 
the descriptive method. He observed that "when the Ohio State 
Leadership Studies were initiated in 1945, no satisfactory
73
theory or definition of leadership was available." It was 
subsequently found in empirical research that a large number 
of hypothesized dimensions of leader behavior could be 
reduced to two strongly defined factors. These were 
identified by Halpin and Winer and Fleishman as Consideration 
and Initiation of Structure.
The Development of Form XII
It has not seemed reasonable to believe that two factors are 
sufficient to account for all the observable variance in 
leader behavior. However, as Shartle observed, no theory was 
available to suggest additional factors. A new theory of role 
differentiation and group achievement by Stogdill, and the 
survey of a large body of research data that supported that 
theory, suggested that a number of variables operate in the 
differentiation of roles in social groups. Possible factors 
suggested by the theory are the following: tolerance of 
uncertainty, persuasiveness, tolerance of member freedom of 
action, predictive accuracy, integration of the group, and 
reconciliation of conflicting demands. Possible new factors 
suggested by the results of empirical research are the 
following: representation of group interests, role assumption,
production emphasis, and orientation toward superiors.
Items were developed for the hypothesized subscales. 
Questionnaires incorporating the new items were administered 
to successive groups. After item analysis, the questionnaires 
were revised, administered again, reanalyzed, and revised.
. . . Form XII represents the fourth revision of the question­
naire. It is subject to further revision. (pp. 1-2)
A review of the LBDQ-12 in Buros' (1978) The Eighth Mental 
Measurements Yearbook indicated:
In summary, the LBDQ-12 would seem to possess reasonably 
good internal consistency, across all the twelve scales, 
high inter-rater agreement for some of the scales, and 
moderately high stability on the consideration and structure 
scales. The LBDQ-12 appears to possess concurrent validity 
in that its scales have been found to correlate with the 
external criteria of job satisfaction and performance and are 
capable of distinguishing between persons displaying behaviors 
corresponding to the dimensions. The instrument appears to 
be the best of the Ohio State Leadership Scales in that it 
provides a multifaceted measure of leader behaviors and traits 
and provides measures of initiation of structure and considera­
tion that are unconfounded with punitive leadership items.
(p. 1751)
It was important to note, however, that in investigating the 
LBDQ-12 as a valid measure of leadership behavior, Buros (1978)
74
included a cautionary statement. It was stated that the initiation of 
structure, representation, tolerance for uncertainty, tolerance for 
freedom, role assumption, consideration, and production emphasis 
scales "seem to contain adequate samples of leader behaviors" (p. 1750). 
The demand reconciliation, persuasiveness, predictive accuracy, 
integration, and superior orientation scales "sample what would be 
more appropriately called outcomes of leadership rather than descrip­
tions of leader behaviors" (p. 1750). As an example, a persuasion 
scale item was cited:
For instance, the persuasion factor contains mostly items 
pertaining to whether or not the leader is persuasive (e.g.,
"His arguments are convincing," "He is a very persuasive 
talker," "He argues persuasively for his point of view," "He 
is very skillful in an argument"; rather than how the leader 
goes about attempting to persuade others (sells, tells, 
listens, uses or does not use group discussion). . . . Such 
scales are likely to be perceived as evaluations rather than 
descriptions and do not provide very rich detail on how the 
leader achieves important objectives or influences subordinates.
(pp. 1750-51)
In addition, even though the LBDQ-12 has been widely used in
empirical research in education (Buros 1978; Halpin 1958, 1966; Halpin
and Winer 1957) there have been no norms. Stogdill (1963) noted in the
Manual for the LBDQ-Form XII, "There are no norms for the LBDQ. The
questionnaire was designed for use as a research device" (p. 8).
Accordingly, it was cited in Buros (1978):
Its best use would be as a research instrument, not as an 
instrument for personal evaluation, selection, or placement.
The LBDQ-12 also would appear to be an excellent basis for 
a multivariate evaluation of leadership training programs.
(p. 1751)
For this study the LBDQ-12 was believed to be appropriate as 
a research instrument. It was used for descriptive and empirical 
purposes, rating teachers' perceptions of their principals' actual
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leadership behavior, and rating teachers' perceptions of ideal 
leadership behavior. Another purpose for using the LBDQ-12 in this 
study was to elicit perceptions of leadership behavior which could be 
compared statistically. The results of the comparisons enabled the 
writer to select a group of teachers to interview in order to obtain 
a more comprehensive understanding of teachers' perceptions of how 
principals' leadership behavior affected the work relationships between 
teachers and principals. The interviews gave teachers the opportunity 
to elaborate upon perceptions reflected in responses to the question­
naire and provided the richer detail which Dipboye (cited in Buros 
1978) believed was not provided by an analysis of some of the LBDQ-12 
responses alone.
Each of the fifty-four teachers in the sample received two 
copies of the LBDQ-12 along with a letter requesting participation in 
the study and a form requesting demographic information (see appendix 
A). The questionnaire and the information form requesting demographic 
data were coded in order to tabulate the returns. The split-half method 
was used in coding the surveys so that twenty-seven of the participating 
teachers were asked to rate first the actual leadership behavior of 
their principals and then to rate the ideal leadership behavior of a 
principal. Twenty-seven of the teachers were asked to rate first ideal 
leadership behavior of a principal and then to rate the actual leader­
ship behavior of their principals. In this way, any bias which might 
have resulted from responding to one survey or the other first was 
mediated.
The teachers participating in the study were asked to allow a 
minimum of three to four hours to elapse between responding to the
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questionnaires reflecting their perceptions of the actual leadership 
behavior of their principals and ideal leadership behavior of principals. 
The teachers were asked to return the questionnaires and demographic 
information form by 10 June 1984. A second mailing on 14 June 1984 
(see appendix A), telephone calls on 22 June 1984, and telephone calls 
on 6 July 1984 to nonrespondents completed the writer's efforts to 
obtain participants for the study.
The questionnaires were hand scored. Each subject's raw 
scores reflecting perceptions of actual and ideal leadership behavior 
for each subscale were divided by the number of items pertaining to 
the subscale. As a result, individual means for every subject's 
perceptions of ideal and actual leadership behavior for each subscale 
were obtained. The individual means for each subscale were summed so 
that two sums were obtained for every subject: (1) the sum of the 
means reflecting perceptions of actual leadership behavior and (2) the 
sum of the means reflecting perceptions of ideal leadership behavior.
The demographic information for each subject, the individual 
means of every subject's perceptions of actual and ideal leadership 
behavior for each subscale, and each subject's sums of the means were 
transferred to coding sheets. The information on the coding sheets 
was then punched onto computer cards.
Frequency distributions were obtained of the demographic data 
and of the individual means for every subject on each subscale.
Frequency distributions were obtained for the sums of the means. For 
every subject on each subscale the raw score difference between the 
mean reflecting the subject's perceptions of actual leadership 
behavior and the mean reflecting the subject's perceptions of ideal
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leadership behavior was computed. These differences were arranged in 
a frequency distribution for each subscale. Finally, the difference 
between each subject's sums of the means was computed and arranged in 
a frequency distribution.
The differences between each subject's sums of the means were 
further categorized by each subject's identification number. Using 
these data, the writer was able to (1) identify five teachers who had 
the largest differences between the sum of the means reflecting 
perceptions of actual leadership behavior and the sum of the means 
reflecting perceptions of ideal leadership behavior, and (2) identify 
five teachers who had the smallest differences between the sums of 
those means.
The t-test for repeated measures was used for testing the 
differences between the sample means reflecting the subjects' 
perceptions of actual and ideal leadership behavior for each subscale. 
The level of significance was set by the writer at £.05. The _t-test 
for repeated measures was appropriate for analyzing the data from the 
LBDQ-12 because the sample means for each of the twelve subscales were 
two different measures of the same scale across two perspectives 
(actual and ideal).
After identifying the sample means that were significantly 
different, the writer wanted to know whether individual subjects who 
were to be interviewed had significantly different means on each 
subscale. First, the difference between every subject's means for 
each subscale was categorized by identification number. Then the 
difference between the means of the interviewees on each subscale 
was compared to the product of 2.04 and the standard error of the
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particular subscale being analyzed. (The standard error on each 
subscale was multipled by 2.04 because it takes a t-value of 2.04 to 
be significant at the .05 level with 32 degrees of freedom.) Any 
difference for an interviewee on a subscale that was greater than the 
product of 2.04 and the standard error was significant for that 
subject.
The results of these statistical analyses indicated that the 
five teachers who had the largest differences between the sum of the 
means reflecting perceptions of actual leadership behavior and the 
sum of the means reflecting perceptions of ideal leadership behavior 
were working with principals who deviated significantly from the 
teachers' ideals of leadership behavior. The teachers who had the 
smallest differences between the sums of these means were working 
with principals whom the teachers perceived approximated their ideals 
of leadership behavior. These ten teachers then were those whom the 
writer selected for interviews.
The interview questions reflected varying emphases. Some of 
the subscales of the LBDQ-12 seemed to require more elaboration than 
others. In addition, since the subscale Initiation of Structure was 
most closely related to the area of instructional leadership as 
defined in school effectiveness research and since the principal's 
role as instructional leader has been emphasized in school effective­
ness research, it seemed especially important to explore in greater 
depth teachers' perceptions related to initiation of structure.
The interview questions were semi-structured to relate to the 
components of leadership behavior delineated by the LBDQ-12. Bogdan 
and Biklen (1982) noted:
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With semi-structured interviews you are confident of getting 
comparable data across subjects, but you lose the opportunity 
to understand how the subjects themselves structure the 
topic at hand. You choose a particular type (of question 
structure) to employ depending upon your research goal.
(p. 136)
Since the writer aimed to elicit individual experienced, effective 
teachers' perceptions of leadership behavior and to generalize about 
those perceptions, obtaining comparable data across the subjects was 
necessary.
The interview questions were submitted to a pilot study. Two 
teachers whom the writer considered to be effective, experienced 
teachers were asked to respond to the interview questions. After 
these pilot interviews, depending upon the interviewees' responses 
and views of the questions, the questions were revised and then asked 
again of the pilot group. After further revisions, the questions 
were finally formulated for submission to a panel of experts.
The revised interview schedule was submitted to a panel of 
experts— four selected members of the University of North Dakota 
educational administration faculty— to review each item for clarity, 
substance, and relationship to an identified subscale of the LBDQ-12. 
Based on the feedback from the judges, the interview schedule was 
revised in its final form. This process was used to help establish 
the face and the content validity of the interview schedule.
The teachers were interviewed in their home communities, at 
their homes or in their schools. The writer took notes during the 
interviews and supplemented the notes immediately following each 
interview. The interviews were also tape recorded. The interview 
data were reported verbatim, and generalizations were formulated from 
the teachers' perceptions.
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Research has substantiated that listening to teachers and trying 
to understand their perceptions is important (Bogdan and Biklen 1982; 
Lortie 1975; Newman 1978). Common educational goals must be forged 
from diversity, and investigating the roots of diversity— individual 
perceptions— has been the task of the qualitative researcher. "It is 
multiple realities rather than a single reality which concern the 
qualitative researcher" (Bogdan and Biklen 1982, p. 38) .
Methodology suggested by Bogdan and Biklen (1982) was adapted 
for use in organizing the interview data. Coding categories were 
developed and each unit (paragraph, sentence) of the data was assigned 
the appropriate coding category. The coding categories reflected the 
twelve components of leadership behavior delineated by the LBDQ-12.
The data were separated so that they were grouped into coding cate­
gories. Patterns and themes in each category were identified and 
sub-categories were developed. After the contents of a category and 
its sub-categories were studied, a synopsis of the data was written. 
Connections and overlaps among categories were analyzed before an 
attempt was made to do formal writing which reflected a coherent 
report of the teachers' perceptions. The actual writing which 
reflected the teachers' perspectives used teachers' comments to 
support generalizations. The generalizations were derived from the 
study of the coded categories.
In this study the quantitative analysis or perceptions of 
ideal and actual leadership behavior of principals was a prelude to 
the qualitative approach to the topic. The writer wanted to use an 
instrument which would encompass components of leadership behavior 
identified by researchers who had extensively studied leadership
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behavior— and an instrument which included an emphasis upon 
instructional leadership as defined in the school effectiveness 
research— hence, the choice of the LBDQ-12 developed by the staff at 
The Ohio State University. The instrument served to delineate the 
parameters of the subject of leadership behavior. A quantitative 
analysis of the teachers' responses to the questionnaire also 
identified two groups of teachers who were able to share perceptions 
that extended, clarified, and enriched the quantitative data and 
thus provided a clearer picture of the teachers' views.
CHAPTER IV
RESULTS AND ANALYSIS
The purpose of this chapter is to present evidence that 
reflects the perceptions of the experienced, effective teachers 
surveyed and to present interview data which enabled the writer to 
gain a more in-depth view of ten teachers' perceptions of principals' 
leadership behavior. The results of the study are presented in two 
sections. The first section includes a description and analysis of 
the quantitative data and has five parts: (1) a description of the 
sample surveyed, (2) results and analyses of the teachers' responses 
to each of the twelve subscales of the LBDQ-12 measuring the teachers' 
perceptions of their principals' actual leadership behavior,
(3) results and analyses of the teachers' responses to each of the 
twelve subscales of the LBDQ-12 measuring their perceptions of 
principals' ideal leadership behavior, (4) results and analyses of the 
differences reflected in the means of the teachers' perceptions of 
actual and ideal leadership behavior of principals on each of the 
twelve subscales of the LBDQ-12, and (5) results and analyses of the 
differences between the teachers' perceptions of actual and ideal 
leadership behavior of principals as reflected in total difference 
scores between the sums of the means as measured by the LBDQ-12.
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The second section includes a description and analysis of 
the interview data. It has two parts: (1) a description of the 
sample and (2) the teachers' responses to the interview questions.
Description of the Sample Surveyed 
Thirty-three (61.1%) of the fifty-four teachers selected 
participated in the study. Twenty-one (38.9%) of the original 
fifty-four teachers who did not participate were excluded from the 
study for various reasons. Five (9.3%) teachers could not be 
contacted either by mail or by telephone, eleven (20.4%) teachers 
had worked with their present principals less than three years, one 
(1.8%) teacher was an acting principal, and four (7.4%) teachers 
declined to participate for personal reasons. Thus, the actual 
sample was reduced to thirty-three teachers. The response rate for 
the thirty-three teachers was 90.7 percent.
The thirty-three teachers who participated in the study were 
selected Teachers of Excellence over a five-year period. Because of 
factors beyond the writer's control which were cited in the preceding 
paragraph, the number of teachers representing particular years varied.























Fig. 1. Number of participants representing each year of the 
teacher of excellence selection.
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The mean age of the thirty-three teachers participating in 
the study was 46.6 years. The median age of the teachers was 45 years 
The ages of the teachers ranged from 33 to 67 years. Nine (.27.3%) of 
the thirty-three teachers were men and twenty-four (72.7%) were women.
Thirty-two (97%) of the teachers who participated in the 
study had had formal education beyond the bachelor's degree. Twenty- 
two (66.7%) teachers had bachelors' degrees plus other college credits 
Two (6.1%) teachers had masters' degrees. Seven (21.2%) teachers had 
masters' degrees plus other college credits. One (3%) teacher had a 
specialist's degree.
The mean number of years which the teachers had spent working 
with the principals whose leadership behavior they evaluated was 11; 
the median number of years was 12. The years spent working with the 
principals ranged from 3 to 23 years.
The teachers' years of teaching experience ranged from 8 to 47 
years. The mean number of years of teaching experience was 21.1 
years; the median was 20 years.
Results and Analyses of the Teachers'
Responses to Each of the Twelve 
Subscales of the LBDQ-12
The teachers surveyed were asked to consider statements
describing behaviors that might be expected of. leaders; for example,
"Lets group members know what is expected of them," and "Handles
complex problems efficiently." On one of the questionnaires each
teacher was asked to follow the instructions below:
On the following pages is a list of items that may be used to 
describe, from your perspective, ideal behavior of an 
elementary school principal. Each item describes a specific 
kind of behavior, fou are asked to think of how you believe 
an elementary school principal should behave and mark each
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item accordingly. Although some items may appear similar, 
they express differences that are important in the description 
of leadership. Each item should be considered as a separate 
description. This is not a test ot ability or consistency in 
making answers. Its only purpose is to make it possible for 
you to describe, as accurately as you can, ideal behavior of 
an elementary school principal.
The respondents were then asked to draw a circle around one of five 
letters (A, B, C, D, E.) following each item to show the answer 
selected; A indicated that the ideal principal should always act as 
described by the item, B indicated often, C indicated occasionally,
D indicated seldom, and E indicated that the ideal principal should 
never act as described by the item.
On one of the questionnaires the teachers were asked to think 
about how frequently their own principals engaged in the behavior 
described by each item and to mark each item accordingly. The same 
rating system was used to rate both actual behavior and behavior 
perceived as ideal.
The ratings were given a numerical value when scored. For 
eighty of the items a score of 1 was equivalent to never, 2 was 
equivalent to seldom, 3 was equivalent to occasionally, 4 was equiva­
lent to often, and 5 was equivalent to always. Twenty items were 
scored in the reverse direction, as follows: 1 was equivalent to 
always, 2 was equivalent to often, 3 was equivalent to occasionally,
4 was equivalent to seldom, and 5 was equivalent to never. The 
reverse method of scoring was used on such items as "Is hesitant about 
taking initiative in the group" and "Fails to take necessary action."
The means reported in the following tables reflect the same 
numerical values as those of the eighty items. For example, in table 
2 the mean score for the sample indicated that the teachers, in
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general, perceived that their principals occasionally represented the 
group, that is, "spoke and acted as the representative of the group";
33.4 percent of the respondents perceived that their principals often 
"spoke and acted as the representative of the group."
Results and Analyses of the Teachers' Responses 
to Each of the Twelve Subscales of the 
LBDQ-12 Measuring Actual 
Leadership Behavior
The data in table 2 present the frequencies of the teachers' 
mean scores reflecting their perceptions of their principals' actual 
leadership behavior as measured by the subscale Representation. 
Frequencies and percentages are provided along with the mean score 
for the sample.
Two (6%) respondents had mean scores on the perceived actual 
Representation subscale of 2.2 or below. Ten (30.4%) of the 
respondents' scores clustered between 3 and 3.2 percent. Another 
cluster of scores for eleven (33.4%) of the respondents was between 
3.8 and 4.0. Three (9.1%) of the respondents scored 4.4.
The data in table 3 present the frequencies of the teachers' 
mean scores reflecting their perceptions of their principals' actual 
leadership behavior as measured by the subscale Demand Reconciliation. 
Frequencies and percentages are provided along with the mean score 
for the sample.
Five (15.2%) of the respondents had mean scores on the 
perceived actual Demand Reconciliation subscale between 1.8 and 2.0. 
Six (18.2%; of the respondents' scores clustered between 2.8 and 3.0. 
Another group of nine (27.4%) scores clustered between 3.2 and 3.6.
Six (18.2%) respondents had scores between 4.0 and 4.4.
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TABLE 2
TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' ACTUAL LEADERSHIP 
BEHAVIOR AS MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-I2 SUBSCALE 
REPRESENTATION















TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' ACTUAL LEADERSHIP
BEHAVIOR AS MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE
DEMAND RECONCILIATION
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x = 3.12
The data in table 4 present the frequencies of the teachers'
mean scores reflecting their perceptions of their principals' actual 
leadership behavior as measured by the subscale Tolerance of
Uncertainty. Frequencies and percentages are provided along with the 
mean scores for the sample.
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TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS’ ACTUAL LEADERSHIP 
BEHAVIOR AS MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE 
TOLERANCE OF UNCERTAINTY
TABLE 4


















X = 3.24 
Four (12%) of the respondents had mean scores on the perceived
actual Tolerance of Uncertainty subscale between 1.8 and 2.2. Six 
(18.2%) of the respondents had scores between 2.5 and 2.9. The
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largest number of scores was between 3.1 and 3.5 where twelve (36.4%) 
of the respondents' scores clustered. The next largest cluster of 
scores was between 3.7 and 4.0 where nine (27.4%) of the respondents 
scored.
The data in table 5 present the frequencies of the teachers' 
mean scores reflecting their perceptions of their principals' actual 
leadership behavior as measured by the subscale Persuasion. 
Frequencies and percentages are provided along with the mean score 
for the sample.
Eight (24.3%) of the respondents had mean scores on the 
perceived actual Persuasion subscale between 2.2 and 2.6. Five 
(15.2%) of the scores were between 2.9 and 3.1. Another group of 
eight (24.3%) were between 3.3 and 3.5. Four (12.1%) of the scores 
clustered between 3.6 and 3.9, and four (12.1%) clustered between 
4.1 and 4.3.
The data in table 6 present the frequencies of the teachers' 
mean scores reflecting their perceptions of their principals' actual 
leadership behavior as measured by the subscale Initiation of 
Structure. Frequencies and percentages are provided along with the 
mean score for the sample.
Five (15.2%) respondents had mean scores on the perceived 
actual Initiation of Structure subscale between 2.7 and 2.9. The 
largest cluster of scores was between 3.2 and 3.5 where nine (27.3%) 
of the respondents scored, and between 3.8 and 4.0 where eight (24.3%) 
of the respondents scored. Four (12.1%) of the respondents scored
between 4.1 and 4.5.
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TABLE 5
TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' ACTUAL LEADERSHIP
BEHAVIOR AS MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE
PERSUASION






















TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' ACTUAL LEADERSHIP
BEHAVIOR AS MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE
INITIATION OF STRUCTURE





















data in table 7 present the frequenciib s  of the teachers'
mean scores reflecting their perceptions of their principals' actual
leadership behavior as measured by the subscale Tolerance of Freedom.
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Frequencies and percentages are provided along with the mean score 
for the sample.
TABLE 7
TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' ACTUAL LEADERSHIP 
BEHAVIOR AS MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE 
TOLERANCE OF FREEDOM




















Two (6%) of the respondents had mean scores on the perceived 
actual Tolerance of Freedom subscale between 1.9 and 2.1. Four 
(12%) respondents' scores were between 2.8 and 3.2 and six (18.2%) 
of the respondents' scores were between 3.5 and 3.6. The largest 
cluster of respondents— twelve (36.4%)— had scores between 3.8 and 
4.0. Seven (21.3%) of the respondents' scores ranged from 4.1 to 4.6.
The data in table 8 present the frequencies of the teachers' 
mean scores reflecting their perceptions of their principals' actual 
leadership behavior as measured by the subscale Role Assumption. 
Frequencies and percentages are provided along with the mean score 
for the sample.
Three (9%) of the respondents had mean scores on the perceived 
actual Role Assumption subscale between 1.8 and 2.2. Six (18.2%) of 
the respondents had scores between 2.5 and 2.9. The largest cluster 
of scores was between 3.1 and 3.4 where nine (27.3%) of the 
respondents' scores clustered. Six (18.1%) of the respondents 
scored between 3.9 and 4.1.
The data in table 9 present the frequencies of the teachers' 
mean scores reflecting their perceptions of their principals' actual 
leadership behavior as measured by the subscale Consideration. 
Frequencies and percentages are provided along with the mean score 
for the sample.
Five (15.2%) of the respondents had mean scores on the 
perceived actual Consideration subscale between 1.9 and 2.3. Seven 
(21.2%) of the respondents' scores clustered between 2.6 and 2.9 and 
five (15.1%) clustered between 3.1 and 3.4. The largest number of 
scores— fourteen (42.4%)— was between 3.6 and 4.0.
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TABLE 8
TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' ACTUAL LEADERSHIP
BEHAVIOR AS MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE
ROLE ASSUMPTION


























TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' ACTUAL LEADERSHIP
BEHAVIOR AS MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE
CONSIDERATION



















The data in table 10 present the frequencies of the teachers'
mean scores reflecting their perceptions of their principals' actual
leadership behavior as measured by the subscale Production Emphasis.
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Frequencies and percentages are provided along with the mean score 
for the sample.
Four (12.2%) of the respondents had mean scores on the 
perceived actual Production Emphasis subscale below 2.0. Four (12.2%) 
respondents had scores between 2.3 and 2.5. Seven (21.3%) of the 
respondents' scores clustered between 2.6 and 2.8. The largest 
number of scores— eleven (33.4%)— clustered between 3.3 and 3.6.
The data in table 11 present the frequencies of the teachers' 
mean scores reflecting their perceptions of their principals' actual 
leadership behavior as measured by the subscale Predictive Accuracy. 
Frequencies and percentages are provided along with the mean score 
for the sample.
Two (6%) of the respondents had mean scores on the perceived 
actual Predictive Accuracy subscale below 2.0. Eight (24.3%) of 
the respondents' scores clustered between 2 . 6 and 2.8 and seven 
(21.3%) clustered between 3.2 and 3.4. The largest number of scores 
was between 3.6 and 4.0 where eleven (33.3%) of the respondents' 
scores clustered.
The data in table 12 present the frequencies of the teachers' 
mean scores reflecting their perceptions of their principals' actual 
leadership behavior as measured by the subscale Integration. 
Frequencies and percentages are provided along with the mean score 
for the sample.
Five (15.1%) of the respondents' mean scores on the perceived 
actual Integration subscale were below 2.0. Six (18.2%) of the 
scores clustered between 2.6 and 3.0 and six (18.2%) more clustered 
between 3.2 and 3.4. The largest number of scores— nine (27.3%)— was
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TABLE 10
TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' ACTUAL LEADERSHIP
BEHAVIOR AS MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE
PRODUCTION EMPHASIS
























TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' ACTUAL LEADERSHIP 
BEHAVIOR AS MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE 
PREDICTIVE ACCURACY

















TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' ACTUAL LEADERSHIP
BEHAVIOR AS MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE
INTEGRATION
Mean of Scores Frequency Percent
















between 3.6 and 3.8. Four (12.2%) of the respondents scored between 
4.2 and 4.6.
The data in table 13 present the frequencies of the teachers' 
mean scores reflecting their perceptions of their principals’ actual 
leadership behavior as measured by the subscale Superior Orientation.
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Frequencies and percentages are provided along with the mean score 
for the sample.
TABLE 13
TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' ACTUAL LEADERSHIP 
BEHAVIOR AS MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE 
SUPERIOR ORIENTATION






















Four (12.2%) of the respondents' mean scores on the perceived 
actual Superior Orientation subscale were between 2.3 and 2.5. The 
largest number of scores— eleven (33.4%)— clustered between 2.8 and 
3.1. Five (15.1%) of the scores were between 3.4 and 3.6. Four 
(12.2%) scores were between 3.8 and 3.9. Three (9.1%)) of the 
respondents scored between 4.2 and 4.4.
Results and Analyses of the Teachers' Responses 
to Each of the Twelve Subscales of the 
LBDQ-12 Measuring Ideal 
Leadership Behavior
The data in table 14 present the frequencies of the teachers' 
mean scores reflecting their perceptions of their principals' ideal 
leadership behavior as measured by the subscale Representation. 
Frequencies and percentages are provided along with the mean score 
for the sample.
There were no scores below 3.0. Eighteen (54.5%) of the 
respondents had mean scores on the perceived ideal Representation 
subscale between 3.8 and 4.0. Eight (24.3%) of the respondents' 
scores were between 4.2 and 4.4. Five (15.2%) of the scores were 
between 4.6 and 5.0.
The data in table 15 present the frequencies of the teachers' 
mean scores reflecting their perceptions of their principals' ideal 
leadership behavior as measured by the subscale Demand Reconciliation. 
Frequencies and percentages are provided along with the mean score 
for the sample.
Two (6.1%) of the respondents had mean scores on the perceived
ideal Demand Reconciliation subscale of 2.4. Nine (27.3%) of the
respondents had scores between 3.8 and 4.0. Ten (30.4%) of the
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TABLE 14
TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' IDEAL LEADERSHIP 
BEHAVIOR AS MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE 
REPRESENTATION












TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' IDEAL LEADERSHIP
BEHAVIOR AS MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE
DEMAND RECONCILIATION
Mean of Scores Frequency Percent
2.4 2 6.1
3.6 1 3.0








respondents had scores between 4.4 and 4.6 and ten (30.4%) had scores 
between 4.8 and 5.0
The data in table 16 present the frequencies of the teachers' 
mean scores reflecting their perceptions of their principals' ideal 
leadership behavior as measured by the subscale Tolerance of 
Uncertainty. Frequencies and percentages are provided along with the 
mean score for the sample.
Two (6%) of the respondents had mean scores on the perceived
ideal Tolerance of Uncertainty subscale below 1.0. Two (6%)
respondents had scores between 2.6 and 2.7. Four (12.1%) of the
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TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' IDEAL LEADERSHIP 
BEHAVIOR AS MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE 
TOLERANCE OF UNCERTAINTY
TABLE 16


















respondents' scores were between 3.2 and 3.4. The largest number of
scores was between 3.8 and 4.0 where fifteen (45.5%) of the scores
clustered. Another group of five (15.2%) scores was between 4.1
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and 4.2. Unusually wide diversity is apparent in teachers’ 
perceptions of principals' ideal leadership behavior as measured by 
the subscale Tolerance of Uncertainty.
The data in table 17 present the frequencies of the teachers' 
mean scores reflecting their perceptions of their principals' ideal 
leadership behavior as measured by the subscale Persuasion.
Frequencies and percentages are provided along with the mean score 
for the sample.
Three (9.1%) of the respondents had mean scores on the 
perceived ideal Persuasion subscale between 2.4 and 2.8. Three 
(9.1%) of the respondents had scores between 3.7 and 3.8. The 
largest number of scores was between 3.9 and 4.2 where sixteen (48.4%) 
of the scores clustered. Another relatively large group of scores—  
seven (21.3%)— was between 4.4 and 4.6. Two (6%) respondents scored 
between 4.7 and 4.9.
The data in table 18 present the frequencies of the teachers' 
mean scores reflecting their perceptions of their principals' ideal 
leadership behavior as measured by the subscale Initiation of 
Structure. Frequencies and percentages are provided along with the 
mean score for the sample.
Two (6%) of the respondents had mean scores on the perceived 
ideal subscale Initiation of Structure between 3.0 and 3.2. The 
remainder of the scores clustered into three sets. Eleven (33.4%) 
of the respondents' scores were between 3.7 and 4.0. Thirteen (39.5%) 
of the respondents had scores between 4.1 and 4.5. Seven (21%) of 
the respondents' scores were between 4.6 and 5.0.
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TABLE 17
TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' IDEAL LEADERSHIP 
BEHAVIOR AS MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE 
PERSUASION
Mean of Scores Frequency Percent
2.4 1 3.0
2.5 1 3.0
















TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' IDEAL LEADERSHIP
BEHAVIOR AS MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE
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The data in table 19 present the frequencies of the teachers'
mean scores reflecting their perceptions of their principals' ideal 
leadership behavior as measured by the subscale Tolerance of Freedom. 
Frequencies and percentages are provided along with the mean score 
for the sample.
Four (12.1%) of the respondents had mean scores on the
perceived ideal subscale Tolerance of Freedom between 3.1 and 3.4.
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TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' IDEAL LEADERSHIP 
BEHAVIOR AS MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE 
TOLERANCE OF FREEDOM
TABLE 19











4.3 2 6. 1
4.4 2 9.1
4.5 4 12.1
4.6 3 9. 1
X = 4.04
Five (15.1%) respondents had scores between 3.6 and 3.8. The largest 
number of scores was between 3.9 and 4.1 where twelve (36.4%) of 
the scores clustered. Five (15.2%) respondents had scores between 
4.2 and 4.4. Seven (21.2%) of the respondents' scores were between
4.5 and 4.6.
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The data in table 20 present the frequencies of the teachers' 
mean scores reflecting their perceptions of their principals' ideal 
leadership behavior as measured by the subscale Role Assumption. 
Frequencies and percentages are provided along with the mean score 
for the sample.
One (3%) respondent had a mean score on the perceived ideal 
Role Assumption subscale of 2.1. Four (12%) of the respondents had 
scores between 3.1 and 3.4. Six (18.2%) of the scores were between 
3.7 and 3.9. Eight (24.2%) of the scores were between 4.1 and 4.3. 
Five (15.1%) of the respondents had scores between 4.4 and 4.6.
Eight (24.3%) of the scores clustered between 4.7 and 4.9.
The data in table 21 present the frequencies of the teachers' 
mean scores reflecting their perceptions of their principals' ideal 
leadership behavior as measured by the subscale Consideration. 
Frequencies and percentages are provided along with the mean score 
for the sample.
Two (6%) of the respondents had mean scores on the perceived 
ideal Consideration subscale between 2.8 and 3.0. Five (15.1%) of 
the respondents' scores were between 3.8 and 4.0. The largest 
number of scores was between 4.1 and 4.4 where nineteen (57.6%) of 
the scores clustered. Three (9.1%) respondents had scores between 
4.5 and 4.7 and four (12.1%) respondents had scores between 4.8 and 
5.0.
The data in table 22 present the frequencies of the teachers' 
mean scores reflecting their perceptions of their principals' ideal 
leadership behavior as measured by the subscale Production Emphasis. 
Frequencies and percentages are provided along with the mean score
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TABLE 20
TEACHERS’ PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' IDEAL LEADERSHIP
BEHAVIOR AS MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE
ROLE ASSUMPTION
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TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' IDEAL LEADERSHIP
BEHAVIOR AS MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE
PRODUCTION EMPHASIS
















One (3%) respondent 1had a mean score on the perceived ideal
Production Emphasis subscale of 2.4, and one (3%) respondent had a
score of 4.8. The remainder of the scores fell into clusters. Three
(9.1%) respondents' scores were between 2.7 ,and 2.9. Five (15.1%)
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scores were between 3.1 and 3.3. The largest cluster of scores—  
fifteen (45.5%)— was between 3.4 and 3.6. Three (9%) respondents 
had scores between 3.7 and 3.9 and five (15.2%) had scores between 
4.0 and 4.2.
The data in table 23 present the frequencies of the teachers' 
mean scores reflecting their perceptions of their principals' ideal 
leadership behavior as measured by the subscale Predictive Accuracy. 
Frequencies and percentages are provided along with the mean score 
for the sample.
TABLE 23
TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' IDEAL LEADERSHIP 
BEHAVIOR AS MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE 
PREDICTIVE ACCURACY










One (3%) respondent had a mean score on the perceived ideal 
Predictive Accuracy subscale of 2.4. Two (6.1%) of the respondents 
had a score of 3.0 and one (3%) respondent had a score of 3.4. Four
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(12.1%) respondents had a score of 3.8. Thirteen (39.4%) of the 
respondents had a score of 4.0. Twelve (36.4%) of the scores 
clustered between 4.2 and 4.5.
The data in table 24 present the frequencies of the teachers' 
mean scores reflecting their perceptions of their principals' ideal 
leadership behavior as measured by the subscale Integration. 
Frequencies and percentages are provided along with the mean score 
for the sample.
TABLE 24
TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' IDEAL LEADERSHIP 
BEHAVIOR AS MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE 
INTEGRATION
Mean of Scores Frequency Percent
2.0 1 3.0
2.6 1 3.0








One (3%) of the respondents had a mean score on the perceived 
ideal Integration subscale of 2.0 and one (3%) respondent had a score
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of 2.6. Two (6.1%) respondents' scores were 3.4. The largest 
cluster of scores was between 3.8 and 4.2 which included twelve 
(36.4%) of the scores. Nine (27.3%) of the scores were 4.6.
Another group of eight (24.2%) scores clustered between 4.8 and 5.0.
The data in table 25 present the frequencies of the teachers' 
mean scores reflecting their perceptions of their principals' ideal 
leadership behavior as measured by the subscale Superior Orientation. 
Frequencies and percentages are provided along with the mean score 
for the sample.
Four (12.1%) of the respondents had scores on the perceived 
ideal Superior Orientation subscale between 3.1 and 3.4. Nine 
(27.3%) of the scores were between 3.6 and 3.8 and ten (30.4%) of 
the scores were between 3.9 and 4.1. Six (18.2%) of the scores were 
between 4.2 and 4.4. Four (12%) scores clustered between 4.5 and 
4.8.
Results and Analyses of the Differences Reflected 
in the Means of the Teachers' Perceptions of 
Actual and Ideal Leadership Behavior of 
Principals on Each of the Twelve 
Subscales of the LBDQ-12
The t-test for repeated measures was used for testing the 
difference between the sample means reflecting the respondents' 
perceptions of actual and ideal leadership behavior for each 
subscale. The level of significance was set by the writer at <.05.
In the following tables the sample means for each subscale 
and their standard deviations are reported. The _t values are 
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The data comparing the teachers' perceptions of actual and 
ideal leadership behavior of principals as measured by the LBDQ-12 
subscale Representation are presented in table 26. The sample means 
for the subscale are provided along with the standard deviations 
and the t_ value.
TABLE 26
t-TEST FOR TESTING THE HYPOTHESIS OF NO DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF ACTUAL AND 
IDEAL PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR AS 
MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE 
REPRESENTATION
Actual Ideal
X SD X SD t value
Representation 3.44 .67 4.10 .43 -5.013
Significant at .001 level with df = 32
An examination of the data presented in table 26 which were 
treated with the _t-test for repeated measures shows that there was 
a statistical difference between the respondents' perceptions of 
ideal and actual leadership behavior of principals as measured by 
the LBDQ-12 on the subscale Representation. The difference was 
significant at the .001 level between how the respondents perceived 
their principals as speaking and acting as the representatives of 
their groups and how the respondents perceived a principal should 
function as the representative of a group. Behaviors rated in this 
area included publicizing the activities of the group, speaking for 
the group when visitors are present, and representing the group at
outside meetings.
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The data comparing the teachers' perceptions of actual and 
ideal leadership behavior of principals as measured by the LBDQ-12 
subscale Demand Reconciliation are presented in table 27. The 
sample means for the subscale are provided along with the standard 
deviations and the t value.
TABLE 27
t-TEST FOR TESTING THE HYPOTHESIS OF NO DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF ACTUAL AND 
IDEAL PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR AS 
MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE 
DEMAND RECONCILIATION
Actual Ideal
X SD X SD t value
Demand Reconciliation 3.12 .87 4.29 .64 -6.65a
Significant at .001 level with df = 32
The data presented in table 27 which were treated with the
_t-test for repeated measures show that there was a statistical 
difference between the respondents' perceptions of ideal and actual 
leadership behavior of principals as measured by the LBDQ-12 on the 
subscale Demand Reconciliation. The difference was significant at 
the .001 level. Respondents rated principals' abilities to restore 
order in situations fraught with confusion without becoming mired 
in details. How the respondents perceived their principals' analyses 
of situations involving many details and conflicting demands 
differed significantly from how the teachers perceived a principal 
should analyze a complex situation.
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The data comparing the teachers' perceptions of actual and 
ideal leadership behavior of principals as measured by the LBDQ-12 
subscale Tolerance of Uncertainty are presented in table 28. The 
sample means for the subscale are provided along with the standard 
deviations and the _t value.
TABLE 28
_t-TEST FOR TESTING THE HYPOTHESIS OF NO DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF ACTUAL AND 
IDEAL PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR AS 
MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE 
TOLERANCE OF UNCERTAINTY
Actual Ideal
X SD X SD t value
Tolerance of Uncertainty 3.24 .66 3.62 .83 -2.073
Significant at .046 level with df = 32
The data presented in table 28 which were treated with the
_t-test for repeated measures indicate that there was a statistical 
difference between the respondents' perceptions of ideal and actual 
leadership behavior of principals as measured by the LBDQ-12 on the 
subscale Tolerance of Uncertainty. The difference was significant 
at the .046 level. The items related to principals' tolerance of 
uncertainty required the teachers to assess principals' abilities to 
handle situations without anxiety or upset. The respondents' 
perceptions of how their principals coped with unresolved situations 
differed significantly from the respondents' perceptions of how a 
principal should cope with an unresolved situation.
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The data comparing the teachers' perceptions of actual and 
ideal leadership behavior of principals as measured by the LBDQ-12 
subscale Persuasion are presented in table 29. The sample means 
for the subscale are provided along with the standard deviations 
and the t value.
TABLE 29
t-TEST FOR TESTING THE HYPOTHESIS OF NO DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF ACTUAL AND 
IDEAL PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR AS 
MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE 
PERSUASION
Actual Ideal
X SD X SD t value
Persuasion 3.09 .70 4.01 .56 -5.97a
Significant at .001 level with df = 32
The data presented in table 29 which were treated with the
_t-test for repeated measures show that there was a statistical 
difference between the respondents' perceptions of ideal and actual 
leadership behavior of principals as measured by the LBDQ-12 on the 
subscale Persuasion. The difference was significant at the .001 
level. The respondents' perceptions of their principals' abilities 
to convey enthusiasm for a project and to convince the group that a 
project or idea should be implemented differed significantly from 
the respondents' perceptions of how a principal should attempt to 
persuade a group to follow a course of action. Behaviors rated 
centered upon verbal skills required in an argument or oral
presentation.
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The data comparing the teachers' perceptions of actual and 
ideal leadership behavior of principals as measured by the LBDQ-12 
subscale Initiation of Structure are presented in table 30. The 
sample means for the subscale are provided along with the standard 
deviations and the t value.
TABLE 30
_t-TEST FOR TESTING THE HYPOTHESIS OF NO DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF ACTUAL AND 
IDEAL PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR AS 





X SD t value
Initiation of Structure 3.50 .52 4.15 .43 -5.97a
Significant at .001 level with df * 32
The data presented in table 30 which were treated with the
_t-test for repeated measures show that there was a statistical 
difference between the respondents' perceptions of ideal and actual 
leadership behavior of principals as measured by the LBDQ-12 on the 
subscale Initiation of Structure. The difference was significant 
at the .001 level. In this category the respondents rated behavior 
such as making one's goals, ideas, and attitudes clear to a group; 
letting the group know how they were expected to contribute to 
meeting defined goals; encouraging uniform procedures to meet defined 
goals; and maintaining definite standards of performance. The 
respondents' perceptions of such behaviors by their principals 
differed significantly from their perceptions of how a principal
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should initiate structure.
The data comparing the teachers' perceptions of actual and 
ideal leadership behavior of principals as measured by the LBDQ-12 
subscale Tolerance of Freedom are presented in table 31. The sample 
means for the subscale are provided along with the standard deviations 
and the t value.
TABLE 31
t_-TEST FOR TESTING THE HYPOTHESIS OF NO DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF ACTUAL AND 
IDEAL PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR AS 





X SD t value
Tolerance of Freedom 3.67 .59 4.04 .41 cl-3.13
Significant at .004 level with df = 32
The data presented in table 31 which were treated with the 
_t-test for repeated measures indicate that there was a statistical 
difference between the respondents' perceptions of ideal and actual 
leadership behavior of principals as measured by the LBDQ-12 on the 
subscale Tolerance of Freedom. The difference was significant at 
the .004 level. The respondents' perceptions of their principals' 
tolerance of freedom differed significantly from the respondents' 
perceptions of how principals should behave in this area. Behaviors 
rated in this area included assigning a task and then letting 
individuals handle it, permitting the group to set its own pace, and
encouraging initiative.
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The data comparing the teachers' perceptions of actual and 
ideal leadership behavior of principals as measured by the LBDQ-12 
subscale Role Assumption are presented in table 32. The sample means 
for the subscale are provided along with the standard deviations 
and the t value.
TABLE 32
_t-TEST FOR TESTING THE HYPOTHESIS OF NO DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF ACTUAL AND 
IDEAL PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR AS 
MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE 
ROLE ASSUMPTION
Actual Ideal
X SD X SD t value
Role Assumption 3.20 .72 4.14 .63 a-7.04
Significant at .001 level with df = 32
The data presented in table 32 which were treated with the 
_t-test for repeated measures show that there was a statistical 
difference between the respondents' perceptions of ideal and actual 
leadership behavior of principals as measured by the LBDQ-12 on the 
subscale Role Assumption. The difference was significant at the 
.001 level. In this category the respondents rated behaviors which 
would indicate that a person was easily recognizable as the leader 
of a group— taking necessary action, taking the initiative in a 
group, letting no one take advantage of him/her, and standing firm. 
The respondents' perceptions of such behaviors by their principals 
differed significantly from their perceptions of how a principal 
should assume his/her role.
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The data comparing the teachers' perceptions of actual and 
ideal leadership behavior of principals as measured by the LBDQ-12 
subscale Consideration are presented in table 33. The sample means 
for the subscale are provided along with the standard deviations 
and the t value.
TABLE 33
t-TEST FOR TESTING THE HYPOTHESIS OF NO DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF ACTUAL AND 
IDEAL PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR AS 
MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE 
CONSIDERATION
_ Actual _ Ideal
X SD X SD _t value
Consideration 3.27 .69 4.21 .46 -6.693
Significant at .001 level with df = 32
The data presented in table 33 which were treated with the 
jt-test for repeated measures show that there was a statistical 
difference between the respondents' perceptions of ideal and actual 
leadership behavior of principals as measured by the LBDQ-12 on the 
subscale Consideration. The difference was significant at the .001 
level. In this category the respondents rated behaviors which would 
result in an egalitarian approach to group tasks and in concerns 
shown for individuals' personal well-being. Such behaviors included 
treating all group members as the principals' equals, being friendly 
and approachable, being willing to make changes desired by the group, 
and being careful to explain administrative actions well in advance 
of a proposed change. The respondents' perceptions reflected a
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significant difference between actual consideration behavior of 
their principals and consideration behaviors as they should be 
evidenced by principals.
The data comparing the teachers' perceptions of actual and 
ideal leadership behavior of principals as measured by the LBDQ-12 
subscale Production Emphasis are presented in table 34. The sample 
means for the subscale are provided along with the standard 
deviations and the t value.
TABLE 34
t-TEST FOR TESTING THE HYPOTHESIS OF NO DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF ACTUAL AND 
IDEAL PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR AS 
MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE 
PRODUCTION EMPHASIS
Actual Ideal
X SD X SD t value
Production Emphasis 2.81 .80 3.50 .47 -4.62a
Significant at .001 level with df = 32
The data presented in table 34 which were treated with the 
_t-test for repeated measures indicate that there was a statistical 
difference between the respondents' perceptions of ideal and actual 
leadership behavior of principals as measured by the LBDQ-12 on the 
subscale Production Emphasis. The difference was significant at 
the .001 level. In this category respondents rated behaviors such 
as pushing people to work harder to surpass previous records and to 
stay ahead of competing groups and keeping work moving at a rapid 
pace. The respondents' perceptions of their principals' behaviors
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related to production emphasis differed significantly from their 
perceptions of ideal behaviors related to production emphasis.
The data comparing the teachers' perceptions of actual and 
ideal leadership behavior of principals as measured by the LBDQ-12 
subscale Predictive Accuracy are presented in table 35. The sample 
means for the subscale are provided along with the standard 
deviations and the t value.
TABLE 35
_t-TEST FOR TESTING THE HYPOTHESIS OF NO DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF ACTUAL AND 
IDEAL PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR AS 





X SD t value
Predictive Accuracy 3.16 .66 3.99 .47 -5.79a
Significant at .001 level with df = 32
The data presented in table 35 which were treated with the
t-test for repeated measures show that there was a statistical 
difference between the respondents' perceptions of ideal and actual 
leadership behavior of principals as measured on the LBDQ-12 
subscale Predictive Accuracy. The difference was significant at 
the .001 level. The respondents' perceptions of their principals' 
abilities to recognize impending problems and plan for them differed 
significantly trom their perceptions of how principals should 
exhibit loresight. Behaviors rated centered upon the accuracy of 
principals' decisions as well as principals' abilities to anticipate
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impending decisions and plan for them.
The data comparing the teachers' perceptions of actual and 
ideal leadership behavior of principals as measured by the LBDQ-12 
subscale Integration are presented in table 36. The sample means for 
the subscale are provided along with the standard deviations and the 
t value.
TABLE 36
t-TEST FOR TESTING THE HYPOTHESIS OF NO DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF ACTUAL AND 
IDEAL PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR AS 
MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE 
INTEGRATION
Actual _  Ideal
X SD X SD _t value
Integration 3.16 .86 4.25 .69 —6.13a
Significant at .001 level with df = 32
The data presented in table 36 which were treated with the 
_t-test for repeated measures indicate that there was a statistical 
difference between the respondents' perceptions of ideal and actual 
leadership behavior as measured on the LBDQ-12 subscale Integration. 
The difference was significant at the .001 level. In this category 
the respondents rated behaviors related to the principals' abilities 
to maintain a cohesive group whose work is coordinated and to resolve 
inter-member conflicts. The respondents' perceptions of their 
principals' behaviors aimed at integration differed significantly 
from their perceptions of how a principal should attempt to integrate 
a group's activities.
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The data comparing the teachers' perceptions of actual and 
ideal leadership behavior of principals as measured by the LBDQ-12 
subscale Superior Orientation are presented in table 37. The sample 
means for the subscale are provided along with the standard 
deviations and the t value.
TABLE 37
t-TEST FOR TESTING THE HYPOTHESIS OF NO DIFFERENCE 
BETWEEN TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF ACTUAL AND 
IDEAL PRINCIPALS' LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR AS 
MEASURED BY THE LBDQ-12 SUBSCALE 
SUPERIOR ORIENTATION
Actual Ideal
X SD X SD t value
Superior Orientation 3.22 .62 3.95 .43 -6.45a
Significant at .001 level with df = 32
The data presented in table 37 which were treated with the 
t-test for repeated measures indicate that there was a significant 
difference between the respondents' perceptions of ideal and actual 
leadership behavior of principals as measured on the LBDQ-12 
subscale Superior Orientation. The difference was significant at 
the .001 level. In this category the respondents rated behaviors 
intended to enhance the principal's and the group's position with 
superiors such as being friendly with superiors, convincing superiors 
to act favorably on the principals' suggestions, and wielding 
influence with superiors. Also rated were behaviors aimed at 
promoting the principal's advancement in the bureaucratic hierarchy. 
The respondents' perceptions of their principals' behaviors oriented
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toward superiors differed significantly from their perceptions of 
how principals should behave relative to superiors.
Results and Analyses of the Differences between 
the Teachers' Perceptions of Actual and Ideal 
Leadership Behavior of Principals
The writer wanted to compare further the ratings of ideal 
and actual leadership behavior of principals as perceived by 
experienced, effective elementary teachers in order to identify ten 
teachers to interview— five teachers who had the largest differences 
between the sums of the means reflecting perceptions of ideal and 
actual leadership behavior, and five teachers who had the smallest 
differences between the sums of those means. This was accomplished 
by examining a frequency distribution which was computed from the 
difference between each respondent's sums of the means. This 
frequency distribution is presented in table 38.
The five teachers who had the smallest differences between 
the sums of the means had differences which ranged from 1.3 to 3.3. 
Because of personal reasons, the teacher who had a difference of 
1.3 and the teacher with the sixth lowest score (3.4) also declined 
to be interviewed. Thus the writer chose the teacher with the 
next smallest difference who did agree to be interviewed. The 
scores of those teachers who had the smallest differences between 
the sums of the means and who agreed to be interviewed were starred 
in table 38.
The five teachers who had the largest differences between 
the sums of the means had differences which ranged from 18.4 to 28.9. 
Because of personal reasons, the teacher who had a difference of
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TABLE 38
TEACHERS' TOTAL DIFFERENCE SCORES BETWEEN SUMS OF THE 
MEANS REFLECTING PERCEPTIONS OF PRINCIPALS' ACTUAL 
AND IDEAL LEADERSHIP BEHAVIOR AS MEASURED BY 
THE TWELVE SUBSCALES OF THE LBDQ-12
Teacher
Difference between the 
Sums of the Means Frequency Percent
28 1.3 1 3.0
17 1.8* 1 3.0
45 2.9* 1 3.0
2 3.2* 1 3.0
21 3.3* 1 3.0
31 3.4 1 3.0
20 3.7* 1 3.0
22 4.0 1 3.0
25 4.1 1 3.0
11 5.8 1 3.0
32 6.5 1 3.0
54 7.0 1 3.0
52 7.6 1 3.0
7 8.3 1 3.0
49 8.7 1 3.0
23 9.4 1 3.0
35 9.6 1 3.0
41 10.5 1 3.0
53 10.7 1 3.0
5 10.8 1 3.0
46 11.6 1 3.0
24 12.2 1 3.0
50 12.4 1 3.0
27 14.2 1 3.0
18 16.6 1 3.0
15 18.1** 1 3.0
43 18.4** 1 3.0
4 18.5** 1 3.0
8 21.6 1 3.0
6 23.5** 1 3.0





21.6 declined to be interviewed. Thus the writer chose the teachers 
with the next largest differences who did agree to be interviewed.
The scores of those teachers who had the largest differences between 
the sums of the means and who agreed to be interviewed were starred 
twice in table 38.
Description of the Interview Sample
The teachers interviewed taught in school districts of varying 
sizes— enrollment ranged from 680 to 13,000 students— and in schools 
which varied in enrollment from 80 to 750 students. The schools 
served diverse populations. One school was located within a large 
metropolitan area, one was in a suburb of a large metropolitan area, 
and one was in a town of 40,000 people (the latter two schools also 
served rural areas). One school was in a town of 8,500 people and 
five schools were located in towns with populations of 2,000 to 
4,000 people; these schools also served rural areas. One school was 
located in a town of thirty people, and this school served a very 
wide rural geographical area. The schools were located across a 
wide area of the state of Minnesota— from the northwest to the east 
to the southeast to the southwest.
The teachers ranged in age from 34 to 67 with the mean age 
being 47.7 and the median age 41. Their years of experience ranged 
from 8 to 47 years; the mean years of experience was 21.4 and the 
median was 19. Three of the teachers were men and seven were women; 
seven held bachelor's degrees plus additional college credits, and 
three held master's degrees plus additional college credits. The 
teachers had worked with the principals whose leadership behavior 
they described from 3 to 15 years; the mean number of years they
133
had worked with the principals was 11 and the median was 12. They 
reported their principals' years of experience as ranging from 4 to 
over 20 years. The mean years reported for the principals' 
experience was 16.3 and the median was 15. Nine of the principals 
were men and one was a woman.
The teachers were interviewed between 27 July 1984 and 
11 August 1984 in their home communities. Seven were interviewed in 
their homes, one was interviewed in his school, and two were inter­
viewed in restaurants. The interviews averaged two hours in length. 
The teachers seemed, without exception, eager to talk to the 
interviewer; all seemed articulate and open about their views. They 
impressed the interviewer as unusually confident, personable, and 
dedicated to their profession.
Five of the teachers were working with principals who deviated 
significantly in their leadership behavior from what the teachers 
considered ideal leadership behavior. There was a mean difference of 
21.5 points between these teachers' perceptions of actual and ideal 
leadership behavior reflected in the sums of the means of the twelve 
parameters of leadership behavior measured by the LBDQ-12. The 
differences between the sums of the means ranged from 18.1 to 28.9 
points. Four of these teachers' ratings reflected significant 
differences between their perceptions of principals' actual and ideal 
leadership behavior on every one of the twelve subscales shown to 
differ significantly by the t-test for repeated measures for the total 
sample. One teacher's ratings reflected significant differences on 
nine of the twelve subscales shown to differ significantly for the 
total sample. This teacher's ratings of the principals' "tolerance of
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uncertainty" and "superior orientation" did not differ significantly 
from the teacher's perceptions of ideal leadership behavior on those 
subscales. These significant differences are presented in table 39.
Five of the teachers were working with principals who more 
closely approximated what the teachers considered ideal leadership 
behavior. There was a mean difference of 2.9 points between these 
teachers' perceptions of actual and ideal leadership behavior 
reflected in the sums of the means of the twelve parameters of 
leadership behavior measured by the LBDQ-12. The differences between 
the sums of the means ranged from 1.8 to 3.7 points.
Significant differences for these teachers between their 
perceptions of ideal and actual leadership behavior of principals 
were found across ten of the twelve subscales. The significant 
differences are presented in table 40.
In the following section the teachers' perceptions are reported 
in relation to the twelve parameters of leadership delineated by the 
LBDQ-12. Interview questions were semi-structured to relate to the 
LBDQ-12 subscales defining leadership behavior. Some of the questions 
referred directly to the interviewees' responses to items on the 
LBDQ-12; other questions were more general. In every case, the 
questions were designed with the purpose of exploring in more depth 
the perceptions reflected in the teachers' responses on the LBDQ-12.
Generalizations will be made about the teachers' perceptions 
reflected in their answers to questions which pertained to each of 
the twelve subscales. Specific verbatim quotes from the teachers 
are used to illustrate more graphically their perceptions of 
principals' leadership behavior. In order to assure anonymity, all
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TABLE 39
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PERCEPTIONS OF 
PRINCIPALS' ACTUAL AND IDEAL LEADERSHIP 
BEHAVIOR OF FIVE TEACHERS WHO WERE




Representation * * * * *
Demand Reconciliation * * * * *
Tolerance of Uncertainty * * * *
Persuasion * * * * *
Initiation of Structure * * * * *
Tolerance of Freedom * * * *
Role Assumption * * * * *
Consideration * * * * *
Production Emphasis * * * * *
Predictive Accuracy * * * * *
Integration k * * * *
Superior Orientation * * * *
*Signifleant difference at .05 or less
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TABLE 40
SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN PERCEPTIONS OF 
PRINCIPALS' ACTUAL AND IDEAL LEADERSHIP 
BEHAVIOR OF FIVE TEACHERS WHO WERE 
IN THE MOST CONGRUENT SITUATIONS
Teacher
Subscale 2 17 20 21 45
Representation
Demand Reconciliation * *
Tolerance of Uncertainty * *
Persuasion *
Initiation of Structure * *  *
Tolerance of Freedom * *
Role Assumption * * *
Consideration *
Production Emphasis
Predictive Accuracy * * *
Integration * *
Superior Orientation * *
*Significant difference at .05 or less
of the principals will be referred to by the pronouns he and him.
Parenthetical remarks within quotes are the writer's. Emphasis given 
to words are the teachers'. The questions asked of the teachers are 
included in the following section and in appendix B.
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Teachers' Responses to the 
Survey Questions
Representation
Question 1. You noted in your response to an item in the
questionnaire that you believe principals should _____ publicize the
activities of teachers in their buildings? Can you tell me why you 
feel this way?
Most of the teachers (90%)— whether they worked with principals
whom they perceived as close to their ideal of a principal (hereafter
labeled teachers in congruent situations) or with a principal whom
they perceived as far from their ideal of a principal (hereafter labeled
teachers in disparate situations)— felt that a principal's publicizing
the activities of teachers was important. They stressed a need to
be appreciated in a public way.
I think that it promotes excellent public relations with the 
community— with the parents. I think that's very important 
these days especially in the view of A Nation At Risk report. 
Everybody is so down on education. Public education is not 
doing its job and on and on and on. I think that we're 
doing an excellent job at our school, but I don't think that 
the parents realize that. So I think that one of the more 
important things a principal can do is to publicize what we're 
doing in the schools. (T15, 7/29/84)
One teacher specifically mentioned the benefit to teachers of 
a principal's publicizing teachers" activities. "It makes people 
feel good. It makes teachers feel good, and we need that" (T19, 
7/28/84).
One teacher noted that publicizing teachers' activities can
be a delicate matter for a principal.
Well, I think that the principal has got to be very, very 
cautious on just how much publication he or she does. I 
think there's a need for it. I think that for many years
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much of what the public has heard about public education has 
been on the negative side, and I think that we have to 
counterbalance that by letting them know that a lot of 
positive things are going on. I have found in my experiences 
that many teachers get caught up in petty jealousies and 
feeling that somebody is doing something that will put them 
in an unfavorable light. I think that a principal has got 
to be careful as far as the morale and just the interpersonal 
relationships on how he goes about publicizing. But I think 
the word has to get out. It could be done very diplomatically.
. . . It also just may inspire some teachers to maybe do some 
things that maybe they haven't thought about doing before—  
maybe get on the bandwagon so to speak. (T21, 8/11/84)
One teacher actively addressed matters of publication for the 
entire school.
I get calls from the school board saying, "Hey, what's going 
on in your building? We don't hear much." I take the 
initiative. I write the article; I take the pictures and 
then I submit it. Sometimes it gets published. Sometimes it 
doesn't. Or if we're doing an event, I'll call up and have 
it publicized. We have a local radio station that will do 
those kinds of things. But, again, I'm taking on that 
responsibility. . . .  He (the principal) has a concern that 
our building may be seen as gung ho. I do not see that as a 
concern— that other buildings become jealous of us, that we 
think we’re special. Well, I guess I am concerned with that, 
but I don't think you can be apathetic either. I think we 
need to get out what we're doing. (T4, 7/28/84)
One teacher attempted to prepare student teachers for the 
reality that their efforts in the classroom would probably not be 
publicized by a principal.
When I get student teachers, I tell them that I won't always 
tell them that they're doing a great job because they're not 
going to be able to count on that in their careers. I tell 
them that as they go out in the teaching profession, they 
will have to depend on feeling good inside and that will be 
their reward. (T43, 8/1/84)
The one teacher who stated that principals should seldom 
publicize the activities of teachers noted that principals seldom 
know enough about teachers' activities to tell the public about the 
activities. This teacher said, "They really don't know what we're 
doing" (T2, 7/27/84).
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Question 2. (If appropriate) In what ways would you like to 
see your principal publicize activities or accomplishments about 
which you have been especially proud?
The teachers listed ways in which they felt principals should 
publicize what teachers were doing with students.
Send regular newsletter to parents ........................  90%
Notify the local newspaper to come to school to take
pictures to include with articles ......................  50%
Notify the local television or radio station to
cover school e v e n t s ..................................... 40%
Write articles for district and state educational
publications ............................................  30%
Encourage teachers to invite parents to school ...........  30%
Demand Reconciliation
Question 3. Principals are often faced with complex situa­
tions involving the conflicting demands of two or more individuals 
or groups. I am interested in your perceptions of how your principal 
goes about reconciling such demands. What would be a typical 
approach by your principal to a situation involving conflicting 
viewpoints?
Question 4. How do you feel about your principal's approach 
to conflict situations?
All of the teachers in disparate situations were dissatisfied
with their principals' approaches to situations involving conflicting
parties. They all cited avoidance behavior as their principals'
typical approach to a conflict situation.
He would choose ignorance of knowing that the issue was there.
He would not become a participant in it. He would ignore it.
He would perhaps, if he talked to anyone, . . . explain to 
the complainer why it would be better to ignore the situation.
I'm very frustrated with it. I find many times that parents 
and other teachers are coming to me as a sounding board in 
order to enact some things. And that it just takes constant 
going in, knowing what the options are. . . . And I guess I
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retreat into my classroom. Sometimes I know that there's not 
a whole lot that I can do to change the situation. . . . (T4, 
7/28/84)
All of the teachers in more congruent situations were
satisfied with their principals' approaches to conflict situations.
The principals were perceived as active mediators in such situations
He would ask for input from the parties involved— separately—  
and then perhaps set up a meeting between the parties. He 
would be a part of that. He would state the intent of the 
meeting— pretty much staying out of it but not allowing one 
side to take advantage of the other. I appreciate that. I 
have found that it worked to just get a better feeling and 
iron things out. I think it's built some stronger support 
between the school and the parents. (T45, 7/30/84)
He would meet individually with the parties involved in the 
conflict. He would get it out on the table. What are the 
different components in this particular problem area? Call 
in or go visit each one of the individuals involved to get 
their side of the story. And, depending on the situation, 
he normally would proceed; after analyzing all of their data, 
he would try to bring the parties together and be a facili­
tator, coming up with a resolve that would be workable. He 
is the type of person to hit the situation head on, but he 
would use an awful lot of tact, get the lay of the land, then 
he would make a move to have a reconciliation. He is in 
charge; the buck stops with him. If need be, he can be as 
tender as possible; at other times he can be a real bulldog.
I like working for somebody who is not wishy washy, who tries 
to be understanding and reasonable but yet, "Hey, I've got to 
make sure this ship floats, and if I have to make some hard 
decisions, that's the way it's going to be." (T21, 8/11/84)
One teacher in a congruent situation felt that her principal 
while generally handling conflict situations well, sometimes "could 
leave well enough alone. He thrives on a situation like this. He 
seems to enjoy it and sometimes makes too much of it" (T2, 7/27/84).
Tolerance of Uncertainty
Question 5. You noted in your response to an item in the
questionnaire that your principal _____ accepts defeat in stride.
Can you tell me more about that?
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Three of the teachers in disparate situations said that 
their principals seldom accepted defeat in stride, and two said that 
their principals never accepted defeat in stride. These principals 
were generally perceived as antagonistic when their ideas were 
thwarted.
He will lose his temper, and he will say things he will later 
regret. Probably half an hour later or the next morning he 
will be apologizing, but he can't accept (a differing opinion) 
at the time. He sort of takes things too personally. But he 
feels badly afterward. (T6, 8/7/84)
One teacher in a disparate situation said that her principal 
occasionally accepted defeat in stride, but she perceived this 
acceptance in a negative way.
When something— a project that he takes the initiative on— is 
turned down by the faculty, he gives up and doesn't pursue it.
He doesn't make a case for his viewpoint. He doesn't try to 
reassert himself— "Well, that's the way it's supposed to be"—  
instead of pursuing it. He gives up on the first try. If he 
asks for something from the superintendent and doesn't get it, 
"Hey, don't ask me to go back again. He didn't buy it. I 
tried my best. I gave it my best shot." (T4, 7/28/84)
Two of the teachers in congruent situations said that their 
principals seldom accepted defeat in stride, but they interpreted 
this response in a positive way and emphasized the principal's 
persistence.
He's not going to give up on anything. He's persistent. But 
he copes with it if he finally doesn't get his way. He doesn't 
bring it up again— just goes on to the next thing. (T2,
7/27/84)
Two of the teachers in congruent situations said that their 
principals often accepted defeat in stride, and one teacher indicated 
that her principal occasionally accepted defeat in stride. These 
teachers also mentioned persistence as a positive attribute of those
principals.
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He doesn't give up real easily either. I mean if he feels 
that what he's trying to get across will be a beneficial 
thing, he may give and take a little bit with us, but he 
would still try to see it through. He's pretty persistent.
But if he presents something, and it just kind of does bomb 
out, I think he's willing to accept another workable solution. 
If you-want something done, and you give some pros and cons, 
and come up with a way you think would work, he would go along 
with it. He's open to other ideas. (T20, 8/9/84)
Persuasion
Question 6. Please try to think ot a change that your
principal wanted to bring about in your school. How did he/she go
about presenting the idea for the change to teachers?
Question 7. How did you feel about the way in which the 
change was approached by your principal?
Question 8. Why did you feel that way?
Two of the teachers in disparate situations stated that their
principals did not try to persuade teachers to make a change; rather
they attempted to dictate changes.
He makes the suggestion and once he's set in his mind, that's
it. There's no teacher input really. We have a lot of
committees, but they're all chaired by him. I'd like for him 
to ask for input from teachers in a nonthreatening way. I 
really feel that sometimes we're afraid to speak up for fear 
of being put down. He should be able to take suggestions even 
if they might threaten his position. He should say, "Don't be 
afraid (to speak up)." (.T43, 8/1/84)
We would have a faculty meeting probably. Usually he would 
present the change and he would want a vote— which is very 
democratic. But if it didn't go the way he wanted, he either 
changed it to his own satisfaction or sometimes he would be 
rather adamant: "This is the way it is going to be whether 
you like it or not." (T6, 8/7/84)
Three of the teachers in disparate situations reported that 
their principals seldom tried to initiate school-wide changes and 
that when the principals did consider initiating a change, they 
deferred to other people's judgment. Two of these teachers said that
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they were invariably asked for their opinions about a change the 
principal was contemplating.
Basically, when he really wants something done he will work 
through a couple of us— I'm one. . . .  He will work through 
me and a few other people to sound out the idea and to see.
Then we will present to the staff. If I would vehemently 
disagree with him, he would probably back down. He doesn't 
present things to everybody unless he checks it out first.
It puts a lot of stress on me because I try to avoid 
problems and try to keep things moving smoothly in the 
school. It does create a lot of stress. I'm basically 
making decisions for a whole lot of people that I don't want 
to make decisions for. (T19, 7/28/84)
I've known about any plan of action that he wanted to bring 
in because he uses me as a sounding board. He first of all 
chooses probably two or three key people to bounce the idea 
off: "Well, how do you think the staff is going to react to 
it?" Then he will revamp or he may take suggestions. He 
pretty well knows then whether it's going to be accepted 
before he brings it up at a faculty meeting. There are many 
times that I wish he were more assertive, sure of himself, 
organized, that he had more knowledge on certain issues. He 
sometimes jumps into things without considering all possible 
options. I'm flattered that he respects my opinions but 
irritated that it takes him so long to make a change. Some­
times it falls by the wayside. If there were not strong 
leaders in the building, I doubt if there would be changes.
Our building is a very strong building as far as leadership.
(T4, 7/28/84)
The third teacher who said that her principal deferred to 
others stated that the principal sometimes went to older, more 
experienced teachers (including herself) in the building and to the 
school secretary for advice.
I think that the school secretary gives him a lot of advice.
. . . Most of our changes are initiated by the faculty or 
perhaps a parent group, sometimes the superintendent. We've 
been working on an assertive discipline policy. Teachers had 
asked if they could do that. A teacher committee was working 
on it . . . and they refined it. Then they met with the
faculty as a whole. And then Mr. __________ showed it to the
superintendent, and the superintendent did not like it. And 
so the principal then rewrote the policy by himself and 
presented it to the faculty. He said that we couldn't do it 
the way it was presented and that he thought this is the way 
it should be done. That didn't go over very well. The whole 
feeling was very negative about it, and he was quite defensive.
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Nothing happened then; it was dropped. We wanted to keep 
working on it because we wanted it ready to go this fall.
And we had end-of-the-year workshops the last day and we came 
in ready to work on it. And he just announced that we weren't 
going to take time to do it, that we could pick it up again 
in the fall. That was the end of it. I don't think he really 
had the self-confidence to do it. People on the faculty wanted 
input, and they wanted to help with the rewriting of it. We 
were real surprised. We were real surprised that he had 
scrapped the committee one and that he had done one on his own.
And so we started asking him questions about it, and that upset 
him and that made it worse. I think, finally, that's when he 
just decided to drop it. (T15, 7/29/84)
All five of the teachers in congruent situations stressed that 
their principals valued and sought teachers' opinions when contem­
plating a change. Two of the five teachers said that their principals 
would first form teacher committees to consider the contemplated 
change.
Teachers are human and don't like change. He would begin by 
educating the teachers about the change. He would ask for a 
volunteer committee to research the change. He would seek 
teacher involvement and feedback. He would also research it 
himself. He would have someone from the outside come in to 
talk about the change. This would be part of a workshop. He 
would then ask for feedback from all the teachers. If it 
were totally voted down, I'm not sure he would follow through 
on it because he feels that if we're not in agreement, we're 
not going to do a good job. If he felt very strongly about 
it, he might say, "We're going to try this for six months or 
a year, and then we'll reevaluate it." If it's a mandate from 
the district office or the school board, he would explain that 
and he would say, "We have to give this a chance." And he 
would do the best he could to make it work. I think this is 
good. People get very defensive it you just go in and say,
"This is what's going to happen." (T45, 7/30/84)
One teacher said that because the faculty in her school were 
experienced, she perceived that the principal was acutely aware of 
the necessity of "selling" (T17, 7/30/84) the faculty an idea for 
change rather than trying to dictate the change. She felt that the 
principal respected the teachers' opinions and that he also knew that 
he needed the teachers' cooperation in order to bring about change
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successfully.
One teacher said that he particularly appreciated that his
principal allowed sufficient time for teachers to consider a change.
He would pretty much come at the whole group and say, "Hey, 
gang, this is the situation. We've got to make some move­
ment. Let's get our heads together and decide what's going 
to be done." Then normally what he would do is after he 
explained the situation as he viewed it, he would open it 
up for discussion and comments. And normally it would take 
a couple of meetings before it was hammered out. You need 
some time to plant the seeds, to get some thoughts going.
And then maybe a meeting or two after everyone's had a chance 
to think about it, you come to some finality. (T21, 8/11/84)
Question 9. What traits do you most admire in a principal 
when that principal is trying to convince a staff to make a difficult 
change?
All ten of the teachers were closely in agreement about 
three traits which they admired in a principal trying to convince a 
staff to make a difficult change: forthrightness or honesty, openness 
to other ideas, and willingness to involve staff. Three teachers 
noted that they valued "articulateness" as a trait when a principal 
was presenting an idea for change. "I think verbal skills are 
important to communicate the idea, the reasons for the idea, and 
then how to implement it. He should be organized in his own thinking" 
(T17, 7/30/84). Three teachers mentioned that they appreciated 
"strength of conviction"— they felt that the principal should believe 
strongly in the idea proposed.
Initiation of Structure
Question 10. What do you think your principal would list as
his/her most important responsibilities?
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Four teachers in congruent situations stated that their 
principals would most likely list attending to the well-being and 
education of children as most important responsibilities. Two 
teachers in congruent situations also listed discipline and one 
teacher each mentioned keeping abreast of newer curriculum develop­
ments, scheduling, public relations, and seeing to the well-being of 
staff as perceived priorities of their principals.
Three teachers in disparate situations listed as their 
principals' perceived priorities a smooth-running school. One 
teacher reflected the perceptions of these teachers: "He wants to 
avoid rocking the boat whenever possible" (T19, 7/28/84). Two 
teachers in disparate situations also listed supervising the Title 
I program as perceived priorities of their principals while one 
teacher each mentioned "carrying out the wishes of the district 
service center" (T19, 7/28/84), student/faculty observation and 
evaluation, "keeping things under control— keep absolute quiet in the 
school" (T6, 8/7/84), and balancing the budget.
The teachers in disparate situations were more likely to 
perceive that their principals would be most concerned with managing 
the operation of the school— "keeping the lid on." The teachers in 
congruent situations more often perceived their principals to be 
concerned with children.
Question 11. What do you consider to be the major responsi­
bilities of the school principal toward you?
The teachers listed a wide variety of responsibilities which 
they perceived that principals had toward them. Four teachers in 
congruent situations and two teachers in disparate situations
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mentioned that their principals had a responsibility to visit their 
classrooms on a regular basis. Three of these four teachers in 
congruent situations specifically mentioned the principal's 
responsibility to constructively criticize teaching while both of 
the teachers in disparate situations mentioned this responsibility.
Three teachers in congruent situations and two in disparate 
situations stated that they expected their principals to be 
supportive. When asked to elaborate about the meaning of "suppor­
tive," the teachers said that they expected their principals always 
to support them in the presence of parents. If the principal agreed 
with the parent rather than the teacher or was critical of the 
teacher in any way, the teachers said that they wanted to be told 
privately of the principal's views. The teachers stated that they 
would appreciate a conference with the principal to work out a 
unified way to approach the parent. Even though the teachers 
acknowledged that teachers in general sometimes do not deserve a 
principal's support, they did not seem to believe that they in 
particular were teachers whose judgment would likely be called into 
question. Absolute support from their principals was expected by 
the teachers interviewed.
One teacher in a congruent situation and two teachers in 
disparate situations listed being open and approachable as a 
principal's major responsibility. The same teachers also wanted 
their principals to attend to building teacher morale. "He should 
instill a feeling that the people and the job that we're doing is 
important" (T43, 8/1/84).
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Other responsibilities listed by teachers in congruent 
situations as major for principals included ordering books and 
materials, being a liaison to the superintendent, providing an 
organized setting conducive to learning, and attending to disci­
pline. Each of the preceding responsibilities was mentioned once.
One teacher in a disparate situation listed building rapport 
with children as one of a principal's major responsibilities.
Another teacher in a disparate situation wanted principals to "focus 
on quality education for children" (T15, 7/29/84).
Question 12. What do you consider to be your major responsi­
bilities to the school principal?
All ten teachers stated without hesitation that their 
primary responsibility was to do the best possible job in the class­
room. Being open to constructive criticism and supportive of the 
principal's decisions and planning curriculum were mentioned by the 
teachers in congruent situations.
One teacher in a disparate situation mentioned being a 
resource to the principal— to help him make decisions. One teacher 
each also listed keeping the principal informed about classroom 
activities, inviting the principal into the classroom, and knowing 
and understanding building policies.
Question 13. What do you believe your principal would list 
as your major responsibilities?
Every teacher in a congruent situation and three in disparate 
situations said that their principals would list as the teachers' 
major responsibility doing the best job possible in the classroom. 
Also mentioned by teachers in congruent situations were handing in
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lesson plans and reports, planning curriculum, maintaining good 
relations with parents, meeting goals and objectives agreed upon, and 
cooperating with other teachers. Mentioned by teachers in disparate 
situations were cooperating with other teachers, keeping the principal 
informed about classroom activities, and knowing and understanding 
building policies.
Question 14. In the past year, about how often have you 
conferred with your principal about a curriculum and/or instructional 
concern?
Question 15. Who ordinarily initiates such conferences?
Question 16. How helpful do you consider your principal's 
advice about curriculum and instruction matters?
The questions related to the principal's role in curricular 
and instructional matters revealed patterns of responses that did 
not necessarily differ according to whether the respondent was in a 
congruent or a disparate situation. For a one-week period, the 
teachers reported the following frequency of conferences about 
curricular and instructional matters, who initiated the conferences, 
the extent of the helpfulness of the principal's advice, and why the 
teachers felt as they did. This information is presented in table 41.
Eight of the ten teachers conferred approximately once or 
twice a year with their principals about curricular or instructional 
matters in their own classrooms. Five of the eight teachers 
considered their principals' advice somewhat helpful, and three did 
not consider the advice helpful. The general consensus of the eight 
teachers was that their principals were not familiar enough with the 
curriculum, or at least with the curriculum as the teacher was trying
TABLE 41









c Seldom (once or twice) Teacher Somewhat He knows little about 
my grade level.
(T17, 7/30/84)c Weekly Teacher or 
Principal
Helpful He is a good resource 
facilitator. He may 
have some suggestions 
about a source for an 
answer to a problem. 
(T45, 7/30/84)c Once a month Teacher Very Helpful He seems to under­
stand my teaching 
style. (T21, 
8/11/84)c Once Principal Somewhat He rarely enters the 
room. How can he 
help you? (T2, 
7/27/84)c Seldom (once or twice) 
about the teacher's 
specific class. Very 
often about curriculum 
and instruction in the 
school as a whole.
Teacher Somewhat He reads profession­
ally. But we have a 
reading director and 
these things are left 
to her. I don't 

















Seldom (once or twice) 
about the teacher's 
specific class. Daily 
about curriculum and 
instruction in the 
school as a whole.
Twice about the 
teacher's specific 
class. About three 
times a month about 
curriculum and 
instruction in the 
school as a whole.
Once
Teacher Somewhat
Teacher or Not Helpful 
Principal
Teacher Not Helpful
Once Teacher Not Helpful
find out his know­
ledge. (T20, 8/9/84)
He's not strong in 
curriculum. (T4, 
7/28/84)
Basically, he doesn't 
know anything about 
curriculum. The 
teachers in the 




He doesn't understand 
my grade level.
(T43, 8/1/84)
Things have changed. 
He hasn't taught in a 
while. We know as 














D Seldom (once or twice) 
about the teacher's 
specific class. Often 
about curriculum and 
instruction in the 
school as a whole.
Teacher Somewhat He does have some 
ideas, but he never 
follows through in 
getting you the help 




to present it, to be of much help.
One time he came in in the spring while I was teaching the 
letter G. You know that's a letter we teach later in the 
year in kindergarten. Well, he came in and then he said,
"Hmmm— letter G. Do you think you're going to be able to 
finish the alphabet by the end of May?" (T43, 8/1/84)
The two teachers who found their principals' advice helpful 
or very helpful conferred with their principals approximately one 
to four times a month. One of the two teachers perceived her 
principal as a valuable resource, and the other teacher felt that 
his principal understood what he was trying to do and could contri­
bute helpful suggestions.
Four teachers did not confer with their principals about 
specific curricular and instructional matters in their own class­
rooms but took the initiative to talk to the principals about the 
educational program in the school as a whole. These teachers thought 
that they had become valuable resource people to their principals 
and had taken on a great deal of the responsibility for the 
direction of the educational programs in their schools.
I must have talked to him 20 or 30 times last year. It got 
to where often he would see me in the office and say, "Can 
I see you for a minute?" Basically, he doesn't know any­
thing about curriculum anymore— he hasn't kept up with 
that. We've had a lot of curriculum work; I was half-time 
social studies director, K-12, in the district, for several 
years so he can't touch me so far as social studies is 
concerned. We've had other teachers who have worked on 
reading curriculum district wide. Basically, he knows very 
little about curriculum. I think teachers in that building 
are so much more knowledgeable so far as all the curricular 
areas are concerned. (T19, 7/28/84)
Question 17. Does your principal ever visit your classroom 
to observe your teaching?
On no topic discussed by the teachers was there greater 
consensus or greater dissatisfaction than with that of the
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principals' observation of classroom teaching. All five of the 
teachers in disparate situations and three of the teachers in 
congruent situations were not pleased with their principals' approach 
to observation. Four of these eight teachers said that their 
principals visited their classrooms once a year, two said that their 
principals visited their classrooms twice a year, and two said that 
their principals never visited their classrooms.
Question 18. (If appropriate) What do you gain from such
visits?
Question 19. (If appropriate) Please tell me about a
typical visit.
Three of the six teachers whose principals did visit their 
classrooms said that they gained little or nothing from their 
principals' observation methods. These teachers reported that a 
typical visit was preceded by little or no advance notice, involved 
the principal's being in the room from fifteen to thirty minutes, 
and in two cases was followed by a formal conference (the third 
teacher reported that the principal never followed up the visit 
with a conference).
He walks in. He doesn't say a word. He has a pencil and 
notepad. Sometimes, he says he's coming first. He takes 
notes all the time. He calls you in after 3-4 days and 
has a rating form that he shows to you and gives you a 
copy of. Sometimes he says things like: "This one shouldn't 
have been sitting here or why don't you move the desks like 
this?" But he doesn't know that if he came back, the child 
would be sitting somewhere else or that the desks are 
arranged temporarily. (T2, 7/27/84)
Two of the six teachers— both in disparate situations— said 
that while their principals' visits gave them few ideas to improve 
their teaching, the visits boosted their morale.
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It’s a type of reinforcement. Can you imagine being there 
13 years and having nothing said about your teaching?
(T15, 7/29/84)
It perks me up that he did walk down the hall to see that 
I'm still there. It's just nice when he does choose to 
come in. (T43, 8/1/84)
One teacher in a congruent situation whose principal visited
his classroom lamented that the visit was limited to once a year.
Still, this teacher said that he gained a great deal from the visit.
He would call me into his office and say, "I would like to
see such and such a lesson." It was either reading or math
or science, and he'd let me know when he wanted to come in.
That particular day before school started I would go down 
and let him know what the lesson was going to be for the
day and what my goals and objectives were. So, when he came
in, he knew what to look for. He would come in and observe 
the whole lesson from A to Z. Then at the end of the day he 
would call me in, and he would have a written evaluation and 
go over that with me. One of the biggest things I was looking 
for was any constructive criticism— any observation— that 
would help me be more effective. Secondly, it was a shot in 
the arm. It was a way that I would get complimented, and 
teachers need to be complimented, too. You can only pat 
yourself on the back so long, and it's nice to get it from 
somebody you respect. (T21, 8/11/84)
Two of the ten teachers— both in congruent situations— were
pleased with their principals' observation methods. These
principals visited the teachers' classrooms once or twice a year
to evaluate their teaching with a formal rating form required by
their districts. However, the teachers reported that they gained
more from their principals' frequent, less formal visits.
He was also a wanderer— with more casual follow-ups.
Sometimes he would take notes and then we would talk.
It was good for him to point out to me what I was doing.
The most valuable part was that the principal was a 
mirror for me, and he was an active suggestion maker.
But, he left me free to reject his ideas. If he just 
popped in— I liked that. And I liked for him to talk 
to the kids. They should get to know him. To set up 
a formal time is too artificial. (T17, 7/30/84)
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The other teacher who liked her principal's observation
methods also mentioned the benefit to the children.
He would try to be a comfortable part of the group. It's 
a chance for him to give positive feedback to the kids.
I'm not sure what I gain from the more formal evaluations.
The informal visits meet my needs. (T45, 7/30/84)
Six of the ten teachers noted that their principals had 
begun or were to begin using Madeline Hunter's program of observation 
and evaluation. These teachers, with two exceptions, were hopeful 
that the Hunter approach would help their principals improve their 
observation methods.
One teacher noted that her principal had asked that she help
him learn the techniques of observing advocated by Hunter.
He's real apprehensive about this, but he feels comfortable 
with me. So, we have tried it about six times— that is 
unusual. He generally does not observe a teacher even 
though I have requested that he come in. He's apprehensive 
about how teachers are going to perceive him. I guess I'm 
very open to having him come in— I'm not threatened by it.
But he tends to mention just the positive, which is good, 
but I asked him to pick out one thing that I could improve 
on. So the next time around he told me that I was a little 
uptight— and I was— that I didn't relax, that I seemed to 
try to control. And I knew I was. We were doing a science 
lesson using matches! I'll never forget that. (T4, 7/28/84)
One teacher was very enthusiastic about a plan to be
initiated in his school which would involve self-evaluations by the
teacher, evaluations by the students, and by the principal.
A neutral person comes in— she's a retired teacher— and she 
gives my kids these forms to fill out. Like "The teacher 
gives me enough help" and then the answer would be always, 
sometimes— and the children rank you. Then you fill out 
your own self-analysis. Then he (the principal) comes in—  
and I think he'll take a third of the staff every year so 
every three years he would come in. He also has to observe 
and fill out a form. Then he goes over what the kids have 
said about me and what I've said about myself and what he 
has said. It caused a lot of uproar with teachers. They 
felt the kids weren't going to be honest— especially the
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high school teachers. I was happy to have it coming. To 
me that's 100% better than it used to be. With the old 
observation, he'd come in and watch you. Well, you know, 
any teacher can put on the dog for an hour. You can review 
something— make your kids sound like they're really 
terrific and then he'd come in and fill in all the super­
ficial things and walk away. You'd wonder whether you got 
anything out of it. (T20, 8/9/84)
The criticism that the teacher had about this observation 
system was that it was to be done at three-year intervals. He 
would like to see every teacher have at least "one very good 
observation and evaluation" every year.
Question 20. (If appropriate) Do you wish that your 
principal would visit your classroom to observe your teaching?
Why or why not?
Question 21. (If appropriate) What would you hope to gain 
from such visits?
Question 22. (If appropriate) Would you like to have your 
principal visit your classroom more often? Why or why not?
Every teacher interviewed expressed a strong desire to have
someone visit the classroom to observe and critique his/her
teaching. However, two of the teachers— both in disparate
situations— said that they had no desire to have their particular
principals in their classrooms more often.
I wish a good principal would— one who knows what he's doing 
and knows curriculum and knows me and understands what is 
happening. Yeah, I would love it. Not this particular 
guy— and I hate to say it because I like him. We get along 
well, you know? But he doesn't visit anybody. In fact, 
when he walks the hallway it buzzes all over school. The 
word just spreads. "He's in the hallway!" It's ridiculous.
. . . "He's on his yearly trek." No, he couldn't talk to 
me about the classroom. (T19, 7/28/84)
I think (the occasional visit) is fine for him. I think 
with another principal I'd like to have visits more often.
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I don’t mind if he comes in; he could come in every day, 
but he's not relaxed about it. He feels uncomfortable 
coming in. He gets uptight about it. I'd like somebody 
to make good suggestions about things that don't seem to 
be working well. (T15, 7/29/84)
Every teacher mentioned the same two benefits which they
would hope to gain from classroom observations by people whom they
respected and whom they perceived as knowledgeable about teaching:
(1) insights about their teaching which would help them improve
their teaching and (2) positive reinforcement for their morale—
the acknowledgment that someone appreciated their efforts. Three of
the teachers also noted that classroom observation by a principal
could have positive benefits for the students in the classroom.
If he would visit more often, we would build a bond between 
the principal and the teacher and the children. We would 
all be working together. (T2, 7/27/84)
I think it's his responsibility to come into my room and to 
have some rapport with the children so that the children 
are really happy to have him come. And they are, if they 
have a principal who cares about what they're doing. (T6, 
8/7/84)
I get very upset at him sometimes for his stay-behind-the- 
desk-where-it's-safe behavior. The kids love to see him.
And the children should see him as a human being. Maybe 
he could even go along on a field trip. (T43, 8/1/84)
Tolerance of Freedom
Question 23. How much freedom do you feel that you have 
in making decisions about curriculum?
Question 24. How much freedom do you feel that you have 
in making decisions about instructional methods?
Question 25. Would you like to have more freedom in making
decisions about curriculum and instruction?
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Six of the teachers interviewed— four in disparate situations 
and two in congruent situations— stated that they had a great deal of 
freedom in making decisions about curriculum. The other four 
teachers said that they had some freedom in making decisions about 
curriculum but stated that they felt especially obligated to work within 
the constraints of the district-approved curriculum— which they 
accepted. All of the teachers said that they had a great deal of 
freedom in making decisions about instructional methods, and eight 
of the teachers were satisfied with the amount of freedom they had 
in making decisions about curriculum and instruction. The two 
teachers who desired more freedom were in congruent situations.
One teacher, in a congruent situation, said that workbooks
had been imposed upon the teachers by people in the district office
and that she would have liked to have the freedom to reject the use
of workbooks. The other teacher who desired more freedom— also in
a congruent situation— felt that his creativity in teaching was
somewhat limited by having to group children homogeneously in
cooperation with other teachers.
I would like to have even more freedom. I guess the biggest 
thing that relates to this question is I look at myself as 
being a teacher that would like to have his own students for 
as much time as possible. I was working in a school system 
that believed in switching classes due to ability grouping, 
and I did get somewhat frustrated in that sometimes I wouldn't 
see my own kids for much time. I'd have them for maybe half 
a day, and that's it. . . .  I like to do a lot of creative 
things that do take more time to do. . . . I do believe that 
it's important to switch for reading and possibly math. Any 
more than that, I question. . . .  It was like a revolving 
door. The time blocks were too short. I'd love to say,
"This year I'll be self-contained." (T21, 8/11/84)
Two teachers in disparate situations said that they simply 
assumed, without asking anyone, whatever freedom they felt they
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needed in order to teach well. "We have learned through the years
how to get around the principal. We made it seem like his idea the
way we wanted to do it. . . . But he had to have time to think over
the idea and when he had thought it over he eventually would go
along with us" (T6, 8/7/84). One of these teachers noted, however,
that she would not like to see all teachers have the same leeway in
the classroom which she assumed.
I have freedom perhaps that other teachers don't have. And 
I just assume that freedom. If I'm making a change, I'll 
write it up, take it in, and go ahead. I say, "This is what 
I'm going to do, here are the reasons. . . . "  I never get 
a negative. I have all the freedom that I wish. But there 
are other teachers I would be afraid of if they had as much 
freedom. (T4, 7/28/84)
Question 26. Does your principal encourage you to experiment 
with ideas related to curriculum and instruction? (If so) How does 
he/she do this? (If not) Would you like such encouragement?
Question 27. How would you like your principal to encourage 
you to experiment with ideas related to curriculum and instruction?
Two of the teachers in disparate situations said that their
principals did not encourage them to experiment with ideas related
to curriculum and instruction. When asked whether they would like
such encouragement from their principals, the teachers were unsure.
I'd probably drop over dead if he did encourage experimenting 
with new ideas. I think he realizes that I don't need to be 
motivated so he just doesn't. I would just like personal 
face-to-face suggestions and freedom to try out my ideas.
In pushing staff development, a team of teachers could meet 
with a person, look at skills, and help that person decide 
where he wants to go— both professionally and personally.
(T4, 7/28/84)
Other teachers would appreciate that encouragement to 
experiment more than I would. I don't think that I would 
want the principal to ask me to try something, but if I 
had an idea I'd like to go to the principal and say, "I'd 
like to try this." As a teacher I'd feel more comfortable
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with an idea that I thought was good and that I_was 
enthusiastic about. If the principal suggested it, I might 
feel that I have to do it, but I wouldn't have the same 
type of enthusiasm to do it. But I would probably say,
"I'll try it." (T15, 7/29/84)
Three of the teachers in disparate situations said that
their principals did seem to want teachers to experiment with ideas
related to curriculum and instruction but that the principals were
not directly and actively encouraging teachers.
He never says it orally, but he will put out reams of paper 
of things he's read, that he's underlined. The problem is 
he underlines everything— it's all highlighted. I don't 
think he really expects you to do anything; he just puts it 
out. (T19, 7/28/84)
He would make an announcement at a faculty meeting. . . .  I 
guess he expected everyone to do what he suggested. (T6, 
8/7/84)
He might suggest something, but he's not a real pusher of 
ideas. (T43, 8/1/84)
One of the three teachers in disparate situations wanted
the principal to be a resource person able to provide teachers
access to ideas and to experts in curriculum and instruction.
You get people in, maybe people from the university. . . .
You get people excited. . . . You take them someplace to 
see something that's happening. It's a matter of getting 
together people with good ideas. (T19, 7/28/84)
Two of the teachers wanted encouragement to experiment with
ideas which they initiated.
I would like to have his consent that I_was capable of 
innovating my own ideas. More than coming to me with his 
ideas, I want more support to try what I_want. That might 
be because I'm an old teacher. (T6, 8/7/84)
He should have some tact. He should ask what the teachers 
think. "Would you like to do this?" But I would want the 
freedom to reject his ideas. (T43, 8/1/84)
The five teachers in congruent situations perceived their
principals as actively encouraging experimentation with ideas
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related to curriculum and instruction. All of these teachers said
that while they were encouraged to consider ideas suggested by the
principals, they also felt free to reject the ideas.
He always emphasizes "not to get hooked on the book." He 
will sometimes go out on his own and order (supplementary 
materials) and say, "Here, I saw these. I thought they 
looked good." But we don't feel obligated (to use the 
materials). (T20, 8/9/84)
Every teacher in a congruent situation also stated that the
principal placed priority on the teachers' initiating the specific
innovations in curriculum and instruction. These teachers were
satisfied with and felt supported by their principals' efforts to
encourage experimentation with curriculum and instruction.
He'll organize teachers to introduce innovations. If he 
wants something done, I would say 90% of the time he would 
call a committee together and have them give the pros and 
cons. And have them present it to the teachers. . . .  I 
sometimes think that teachers are more willing to listen 
to another teacher than always to the principal. (T20,
8/9/84)
These teachers reported that they were in situations where 
they felt free to consider new ideas and to accept or reject ideas. 
The principal was perceived more than anything else as a facilitator 
of what the teachers wanted to do.
Clearly, all ten teachers interviewed valued encouragement 
to experiment with ideas related to curriculum and instruction but 
were resistant to pressure to do so. They saw themselves as 
competent people who were able to be the final judges of whether 
a particular innovation should be initiated or not.
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Role Assumption
The following statement was read to the teachers and they 
were asked to respond to it:
Question 28. Some people think that a school should be 
operated like a well-run business or government agency where 
everyone's responsibility is clearly stated and the lines of 
authority are sharp and clear. Others think that schools should be 
organized loosely and that relationships among members of the staff 
should tend toward equality rather than differences in authority. 
Which of these two views comes closer to being yours (Lortie 1975)?
Question 29. Which of the two views best describes the 
school in which you teach? How does this affect you (Lortie 1975)?
The teachers in congruent situations preferred that a school
be organized in a manner which acknowledged stated responsibilities
and clear authority and stated that they worked within such a
setting. These teachers felt, however, that within the framework
of definite expectations they could express themselves individually.
We know our responsibilities but within that structure we 
have freedom to move around. And I think that's quite 
ideal. I have a tendency to think that if everything 
becomes too structured and too straight that you get that 
confined feeling and possibly one of rebellion. (T20,
8/9/84)
It's very important for whomever is in charge to make sure 
that those hired know what they're there for and what the 
guidelines are. . . . But I also think, on the other hand, 
there would be more positive and stronger output from your 
staff with some of the more informal organizations. (T45, 
7/30/84)
The teachers liked being trusted to exercise their own 
judgment in making decisions about teaching.
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It makes me comfortable because I know what I ought to be 
doing and yet I have the freedom to be creative. I would 
say it's like a good home environment. You know what your 
parents expect, but they trust you to try things. (T45,
7/30/84)
What we're going to teach has to be a team decision but 
how it's taught is the teacher's decision. (T17, 7/30/84)
Every teacher in a disparate situation believed that schools 
should be informally or loosely organized and that relationships 
among members of the staff should tend toward equality rather than 
differences in authority. These teachers felt that an informal 
organization enabled a teacher to have more freedom in making 
decisions about teaching. They equated "stated responsibility and 
clear authority" with a threat to their autonomy.
Three of the teachers in disparate situations worked in
schools which were "informally organized," and they valued the
freedom which they felt was possible only in such a setting.
In this framework I have the opportunity to voice my views.
I couldn't work as well if there were dictated decisions 
based upon a person's position. (T4, 7/28/84)
Two of the teachers worked in schools which they perceived 
to be organized so that the principal dictated decisions to the 
staff, and neither teacher approved of the situation. One teacher 
said that she ignored much of what was dictated. "He is too weak 
to carry out what he dictates" (T6, 8/7/84). The other teacher 
tended to be upset by the principal's dictatorial manner.
Consideration
Question 30. Please consider the following statement: My 
school is a comfortable, pleasant place in which to work. The 
preceding statement describes my school as it always is, as it
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usually is, as it sometimes is, as it seldom is, as it never is.
Question 31. Please tell me how your principal's behavior 
contributes or does not contribute to making your school the kind of 
place you described.
There was little difference between how teachers in 
disparate and congruent situations described the "pleasantness or 
unpleasantness" of the working conditions in their schools. Three 
of the teachers in congruent situations said that their schools were 
"usually" comfortable, pleasant places in which to work; and two 
said that their schools were "always" comfortable, pleasant places 
in which to work. Four of the teachers in disparate situations said 
that their schools were "usually" comfortable, pleasant places in 
which to work; and one said that his school "always" was a 
comfortable, pleasant place in which to work. Differences were 
apparent, however, when the teachers discussed the principals' 
actions as they affected the schools' working conditions.
Four of the teachers in disparate situations noted that
their schools were pleasant, friendly places in spite of their
principals. These teachers mentioned that their faculties were
closely knit groups who avoided the principal whenever possible or
that the principal seemed to try to avoid them.
We on the faculty are a close-knit group. But he isn't 
happy to come to school each day. We never have much to 
do with him. I taught right across (from his office), 
but there were a lot of days when I never was in his 
office and didn't see him. (T6, 8/7/84)
Our school is usually a pleasant place. It's because of 
the other teachers. He's not friendly. He doesn't laugh.
He keeps his door closed. He eats lunch alone in his 
office. (T19, 7/28/84)
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He's usually pleasant, but he's removed from the teachers.
The real problem is that he's inconsistent with different 
faculty members— he has favorites. (T15, 7/29/84)
He stays away from us. You very seldom see him. He stays 
in his office— rarely comes into the staff room. (T43,
9/1/84)
One of the teachers in a disparate situation said that her
principal was a friendly, cheerful person but that the atmosphere
in the school was adversely affected by his indecisiveness.
He is a very personable, friendly type person. He is the 
type anyone can walk up to and talk to. He is "good 
morning," "how are you?", "how was the weekend?" He's a 
social person— has a birthday club. You know, one day out 
of the month when we bring treats in. He has a positive 
statement at the beginning of a faculty meeting. He's a 
"cheer up" person. If you say, "Oh, jeepers, it's raining 
out," he'll say, "Well, the flowers will grow."
But people are uptight in our building because he does 
not take stands on issues, and it splits the faculty.
(T4, 7/28/84)
Question 32. (If appropriate) What could your principal do 
to make your school a more comfortable, pleasant place in which to 
work?
To make their schools more comfortable, pleasant places in 
which to work, four of the five teachers in disparate situations 
wanted their principals to be more visible in the school and to be 
friendlier and warmer in approach and in response to all teachers 
and all children. The remaining teacher in a disparate situation 
wanted the principal to be more assertive in expressing his views 
so that the teachers could depend upon his leadership and support. 
One of these five teachers reflected the views of all the teachers 
in disparate situations.
Well, I'll tell you about a principal in a school we visited 
once. He was absolutely a beloved person to his faculty.
We could tell— another teacher and I went. We sat in his 
office, he offered us coffee, he said, "I'm sure after your
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long trip you want to know where the restroom is." He was 
very personable to us, called us by our first names. And 
as his teachers came in, he had a smile for everyone and 
they called him by his first name. We talked to them 
afterwards and they just thought he was really special.
Just like he was one of them. He had authority and good 
leadership because of what they were doing there— the good 
ideas! Teaching was well done. Yet he had very good 
rapport with his faculty, and I'm sure it was based on 
respect for him. It sure reflected a camaraderie that 
could work. You could feel it. I want the authority to 
be there, but it has to be based on respect— that you 
want to do what (the principal) says. (T6, 8/7/84)
For the five teachers in disparate situations, friendliness
and warmth expressed by the principal were necessary but not
sufficient to make their schools as pleasant as possible. These
teachers wanted a friendly, personable, and effective leader.
The five teachers in congruent situations reported that
their principals contributed to making their schools comfortable,
pleasant places in which to work. These teachers described their
principals as approachable, available, considerate, friendly, and
as good listeners. The teachers reported having frequent, although
brief, personal contact with the principals.
He could be like a butterfly flitting from leaf to leaf— a 
couple of minutes here, a couple of minutes there. Visible 
is the word for him. And he has always had weekly early 
morning meetings with fruit, rolls, and coffee available.
There are often times when he listens to teacher concerns.
(T21, 8/11/84)
He remembers your family problems and responsibilities and 
asks about them. He makes an early morning trip around 
the building. (T45, 7/30/84)
He always greeted you. He might comment about what you're 
wearing: "Boy, you look zippy today!" He has a way of 
making you feel good about yourself. He likes to joke.
He uses "happy grams," "a star for you" notes to write 
something positive to us. He smiles a lot. He enter­
tains us every spring in his home. (T17, 7/30/84)
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He's available, above all. You always feel that you can 
go to him with a problem and get help. (T2, 7/27/84)
He likes to discuss things over coffee. You relax— you 
give and take. He listens. (T20, 8/9/84)
Unlike the principals of the teachers in disparate situa­
tions, the principals of the teachers in congruent situations seemed 
to seek out the teachers. They were reported as being involved in 
teachers' professional and personal concerns and were knowledgeable 
about them.
Question 33. What would you like your principal to know 
about you professionally or personally that you think he/she is 
not aware of?
Nine of the teachers interviewed felt that their principals
knew them well personally and professionally. It was commonly
stated that the teachers had had many frank discussions with the
principals and that the principals were well aware of how the
teachers felt about themselves, teaching in general, and the
principals' leadership. One teacher, however, stated that he would
like his principal to understand him better personally.
I think (I'd like for him to understand) the depth of my 
sensitivity. I think when you're dealing with men often 
times we tend to lump males into categories where they're 
not too sensitive and caring and whatnot. I'm not that 
way. I'm a very sensitive person. . . . But it's a little 
difficult when you're dealing man to man to let him know 
that I need to have him know that I need to have him in 
the room for many reasons. I'm still growing . . .  in my 
maturation as a teacher. I do know that I have certain 
needs and one of them is to have a good working relation­
ship with an administrator— one who does take the effort 
to come in and get to know me and things of this nature.
A man can have those needs too. I think that many men 
are— for whatever reason— reluctant or embarrassed to 
mention that they do need to be stroked on an emotional 
level. We're not all big and tough. We do have needs 
that go unmet— there's a void. And I think it's important 
for teachers to know that about principals too— that
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principals need to be stroked too. They need to be compli­
mented because they are in a very difficult position. . . .
They tend to be an island unto themselves. (T21, 8/11/84)
Question 34. In what areas of your work do you feel most 
competent?
Question 35. In what areas of your work do you feel least 
competent?
Question 36. Have you ever talked to your principal about
how you feel about your work i n ________(area of most competence)?
(If so) What was his/her response?
Question 37. How did the principal's response affect you?
Question 38. Have you ever talked to your principal about
your concern with ________ (area of least competence)? (If so)
What was his/her response?
Question 39. How did the principal's response affect you?
When asked about areas in which they felt most competent, 
the teachers cited various curriculum areas. Six mentioned reading 
and/or math as areas of strength, two included social studies, and 
one teacher stated that he was adept at incorporating music and 
comedy into the curriculum. Five teachers viewed themselves as 
especially perceptive about students' learning styles and about 
ways in which to help children learn best. One teacher said that 
she felt especially competent in arranging and leading staff 
development activities. There were no discernible differences in 
areas of perceived strengths in relation to whether a teacher was in 
a congruent or disparate situation.
Three teachers felt least competent to teach science, one 
cited music, one cited physical education, one cited grammar, and
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one teacher said that he felt least competent when he had to make 
decisions about grading students. Another teacher said that she 
felt least competent to meet the needs of children who had been 
identified as having a great many special needs. One teacher said 
that she felt inadequate in an area of "personal growth," that she 
could not control her impatience when needed changes at her school 
did not occur or changed too slowly.
Three teachers in disparate situations reported that they
had told their principals how good they felt about areas of strength
but that although the principals were reported as agreeing with
the teachers, the principals were generally noncommital. One of
the three teachers said that she confronted her principal about
the "lukewarm" response to what she perceived as her area of
strength— participation in staff development activities.
The district and he like me to do things for the teacher­
training program. It's a thankless job in that there's 
no time to do it. You know, the prep time is on my own.
The last time I did something for staff development I was 
unhappy with him in particular because I didn't receive 
even a thank you. So I went in and talked to him about 
that. He pleaded that time was of the essence, and he 
just didn't realize I had such strong feelings— that I'd 
gotten good feedback from the faculty. And I said,
"Yeah, but I really would have liked some acknowledgment 
from you." He has been better with that— verbally in 
front of the staff or with a little thank you. (T4,
7/28/84)
Two teachers in disparate situations said that they had never talked 
with their principals about areas in which they felt most competent 
or least competent.
Three of the teachers in disparate situations who reported 
feeling less than competent in an area of curriculum said that they 
had never discussed their feelings with their principals. One
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teacher in a disparate situation said that when she mentioned her 
feelings of inadequacy about teaching physical education, her 
principal advised her to "check in some books" (T43, 8/1/84).
The teacher in a disparate situation who felt impatient
with lack of change in her school reported having lengthy exchanges
with her principal about her inability to cope with her feelings
of anger and frustration about that lack of change.
He tells me to relax— that I can't possibly keep going at 
the pace I do, that change takes time, that I'm pressing 
too hard, that I have to learn to deal with it. And that 
he himself cannot keep the pace that I want him to initiate.
His response makes me angry. I guess I'd like for him 
to get in the bandwagon, but he is not a strong leader.
I simmered for awhile but I felt better getting it out in 
the open. . . .  He knows his capabilities and how much he 
can handle. He also knows my expectation level. He came 
right out and said, "Hey, I can't measure up to what you 
expect." "You expect too much of me" is what he said.
But I don't, I really don't expect too much of a principal.
Is leadership too much to ask? (T4, 7/28/84)
Four of the teachers in congruent situations said that they 
had never talked to their principals about their feelings concerning 
their areas of strength. The one teacher who had told her principal 
that she "felt good" about her teaching of reading reported that 
the principal agreed with her without much comment.
Four of the teachers in congruent situations said that they 
had never talked to their principals about areas in which they 
perceived themselves least competent. One teacher in a congruent 
situation said that he had talked to his principal concerning his 
"uneasy feelings" about the school's grading system. That 
principal's response was to ask the teacher to serve on a committee 
to study the grading system— a response which was viewed favorably 
by the teacher.
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There was not much communication reported between principals 
and teachers about the teachers' perceived areas of weakness and 
strength. The teachers, in general, seemed somewhat surprised by 
the questions. One teacher said, "Well, I guess that just wouldn't 
occur to me" (T19, 7/28/84).
Production Emphasis
Question 40. Some research indicates that principals 
should urge teachers to attend to "time on task," i.e., to be 
certain that students spend a determined amount of time engaged in 
their work. Does your principal emphasize the importance of time 
on task?
Question 41. (If appropriate) In what ways has he/she let 
you know that he/she believes time on task to be important?
Three of the five teachers in disparate situations stated 
that their principals emphasized the importance of "time on task."
One of these teachers said that her principal equated "free-time 
activities" with being "off task" and "wandered around" to check on 
teachers allowing students to have free time (T15, 8/29/84). One 
teacher said that her principal was insistent upon teachers' spending 
seventy minutes a day on reading and that he kept a record of 
students' basal reading levels. The third teacher whose principal 
emphasized time on task said that her principal suspected "off- 
task" behavior to be the cause of low-achievement test scores.
This principal met with teachers whose students scored low on 
achievement tests and told them that he expected the scores to be 
higher on subsequent tests.
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All of the five teachers in congruent situations said that 
their principals were concerned about time on task. The teachers 
reported that their principals discussed time on task as related to 
test scores but that the principals did not emphasize the issue.
The teachers seemed to perceive that staying on task was important 
to their principals, but they did not feel that attending to time 
on task received undue emphasis from their principals.
Question 42. Do you believe that your principal expects 
you to teach in a particular way?
Only one of the ten teachers interviewed felt that the 
principal expected her to teach in a particular way. The teacher 
(who was in a congruent situation) perceived that the principal 
favored learning centers and expected teachers to use them in their 
teaching. The other nine teachers reported that they felt free to 
teach in ways they thought best and were unaware of principals' 
expectations to teach in any particular way.
Question 43. Good teachers attempt to gauge the effective­
ness of their teaching in various ways. In attempting to gauge 
your own effectiveness, how much do you depend upon assessments 
made by your principal?
The five teachers in disparate situations said that they
did not depend at all upon assessments made by their principals
when attempting to gauge their effectiveness as teachers. The
teachers gave reasons almost identical to the following teacher's:
I can judge best myself. I know where the child started, 
what he's done, and what he's capable of. The principal 
doesn't. Besides, he's not around enough to know what 
I'm trying to do with my children. (T43, 8/1/84)
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Two of the teachers in congruent situations said that they 
did not depend at all upon assessments made by their principals when 
attempting to judge the effectiveness of their teaching. One 
teacher said that he did not depend much upon his principal's 
assessment of his teaching. These three teachers gave reasons 
similar to the preceding for depending more upon their own assess­
ments than the principals' assessments. One teacher in a congruent 
situation said that she depended some upon her principal's assess­
ment of her teaching, but she also emphasized that she primarily 
trusted her own judgment. One teacher in a congruent situation said 
that she depended a great deal upon her principal's assessment of 
her teaching and simply stated, "I trust his judgment about children 
and teaching" (T21, 8/11/84).
Question 44. Does your principal reward good work? (If 
appropriate) How does he/she do so?
Question 45. What types of rewards or recognition do you 
most appreciate?
Four of the teachers in congruent situations said that their 
principals did reward good work with verbal or written expression 
of appreciation. These teachers agreed that personal compliments 
about their work were the rewards they most appreciated.
The one teacher in a congruent situation stated that her
principal did not acknowledge her efforts often enough.
I would like a thank you or a pat on the shoulder. In the 
fifteen years I've worked for him he has written me two 
notes complimenting something I did. (T2, 7/27/84)
Four of the teachers in disparate situations stated that 
their principals did not reward good work. One of the teachers in
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a disparate situation said that her principal would occasionally 
mention to a teacher that he liked something the teacher was doing. 
All of these teachers stated that they would appreciate brief verbal 
and written expressions of appreciation from their principals. 
Although all five of the teachers in disparate situations wanted 
personal comments from their principals, two of these teachers 
stated that they would want their principals to mention some of their 
accomplishments at staff meetings when other teachers were in 
attendance.
Predictive Accuracy
Question 46. If you were contemplating a decision related 
to a situation in your classroom which would have far-reaching 
ramifications, how helpful would your principal be in helping you 
predict what those ramifications might be?
Question 47. How might your principal help you as you 
consider a difficult decision?
Three of the five teachers in disparate situations said that 
their principals would not be helpful in assisting them to predict 
the ramifications of a decision related to a situation in their 
classrooms. Two of the five teachers said that their principals 
would be somewhat helpful in such situations. The five teachers 
voiced similar rationale for their statements: The principals were 
perceived as conservative about change and fearful of negative 
consequences which they often viewed as the result of change.
The teachers perceived that their principals' fear of negative 
consequences of a contemplated change somewhat warped the principals' 
perspective.
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The teachers in disparate situations concurred in how they 
would like a principal to help them think through a difficult 
situation. One teacher's views reflected the views of all five 
teachers:
We should sit down and discuss it, talk over all the 
different possible reactions. After discussing all the 
possibilities, he could say, "Now, how do you want to 
handle this?" There is a line of command. I respect 
that, but I want my opinion to count. (T43, 8/1/84)
Two of the five teachers in congruent situations said that 
their principals would be very helpful in assisting them to predict 
the ramifications of a decision related to a situation in their 
classrooms. Three of the five teachers said that their principals 
would be helpful in such situations. These teachers expected to 
have a significant voice in making a final decision— their view of 
the principal's role is reflected in the following statement by one 
teacher.
Most of the time he would have a bigger perspective— see 
the bigger picture and having been an experienced teacher 
and now an administrator, he would be able to relate very 
well to the issue at hand. He could give me some advice 
on whether to pursue it, drop it, or temper it. And I 
would respect that. (T21, 8/11/84)
Unlike the principals of teachers in disparate situations 
who were perceived by the teachers as being afraid of change, the 
principals of teachers in congruent situations were perceived as 
positive about change. They also tended to be perceived as willing 
to take more risks with change than did the principals of teachers 
in disparate situations. The teachers in congruent situations 
perceived that their principals' receptiveness to change caused the 
principals to be open minded, and therefore helpful, when the 




Question 48. Have you had opportunities to share your best 
skills and talents with other teachers? At whose initiative? In 
what ways?
Question 49. Do you believe that principals should arrange 
for teachers to share skills and knowledge with other teachers?
Does your principal arrange for such sharing? (If appropriate) How 
does he/she do so?
Question 50. (If appropriate) How do you think your 
principal could arrange for teachers to share skills and knowledge 
with other teachers?
Every teacher interviewed had had opportunities to share 
skills and knowledge with other teachers. All but one teacher felt 
that principals should arrange such sharing among teachers. (The 
one teacher, who was in a congruent situation, felt that teachers 
themselves should arrange to share skills and knowledge.) The nine 
teachers who stated that principals should arrange for teachers to 
share skills and knowledge with other teachers agreed that 
principals should structure staff and grade-level meetings for such 
purposes. The teachers also concurred that principals should take 
the initiative in helping teachers arrange to visit other class­
rooms— in their buildings, intra-district, and inter-district.
No teacher in a disparate situation worked with a principal 
who arranged for teachers to share skills and knowledge with each 
other. These teachers expressed eagerness to learn from other 
teachers and had managed to interact with other teachers at
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occasional local, regional, and state teachers' meetings. However,
the teachers particularly wanted a regular pattern of communication
and sharing established among teachers in their buildings and in
their districts. One teacher suggested that there be released time
of one-half day a month for teachers to share ideas and concerns
with each other. Another teacher suggested that district grade-level
meetings be mandated by the principals. A third teacher stated:
I'd like to see people in our building search out a topic 
together— attack a common problem. We could bring in 
people from the outside— the universities and other 
schools and other districts. We could have a focus— a 
common goal. (T19, 7/28/84)
The involvement of the principal was seen as necessary to making the 
preceding suggestions successful.
Two of the teachers in congruent situations worked with 
principals who arranged for teachers to share skills and knowledge. 
Both principals scheduled meetings with teachers for the purpose of 
sharing ideas, especially after a teacher had attended a workshop 
or meeting outside the school or district. One of these teachers 
noted that her principal also arranged for teacher interaction in 
more subtle ways.
Teacher placement is one way he arranges for teacher 
sharing. He will strategically place teachers. He 
will seek out a lead teacher at every level— not 
necessarily naming them as such but expecting them to 
serve that purpose. (T45, 7/30/84)
Two of the other teachers in congruent situations said that 
while their principals themselves did not arrange for teachers to 
share skills and knowledge with each other, the principals did 
expect the teachers to do so. Since the feeling in the building 
was pervasive that the principal expected the sharing, the teachers
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arranged for it. Still, these teachers stated that the principals 
should orchestrate such sharing more directly and not leave all the 
more formal arrangements to the teachers. They expected such 
arrangements to follow from what they ordinarily perceived as good 
leadership.
Question 51. How would you characterize staff meetings led 
by your principal?
Question 52. Please describe the ideal staff meeting.
No teacher in a disparate situation was satisfied with staff 
meetings. The meetings were characterized as "a waste of time"
(T4, 7/28/84), "chaotic" (T19, 7/28/84), or as a time for the 
principal to make "general housekeeping announcements" (T43, 8/1/84). 
Every teacher suggested that staff meetings be preceded by an agenda 
and be a time for teachers to express their views along with the 
principal. (One principal of a teacher in a disparate situation 
was reported to post an agenda to which teachers could add items for 
discussion. However, if a teacher added something which the 
principal did not wish to discuss, he either canceled the meeting 
or ignored the item.)
Four of the teachers in congruent situations reported that 
their principals gave teachers agendas before meetings and attempted 
to elicit teacher discussion at the meetings. One teacher noted 
that her principal often asked teachers to respond to questionnaires 
about a topic before a meeting and then used the responses to 
initiate the discussion at the meeting. The teachers in congruent 
situations generally characterized their meetings as issue oriented, 
(e.g., discussions of school-wide discipline) rather than as times for
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general announcements (e.g., scheduling of events). One teacher in a 
congruent situation characterized his staff meetings as "tedious" 
with no agenda and "no direction" (T20, 8/9/84).
Question 53. Do you believe that the teachers and principal 
in your school share common educational goals?
Question 54. Do you think that common educational goals 
are important for a school? Why or why not?
Question 55. (If appropriate) How were the goals in your 
school formulated?
Question 56. (If appropriate) How do you think common 
educational goals should be formulated?
Every teacher interviewed stated that common educational 
goals were important for a school. The teachers agreed that only 
with common educational goals could teachers and principals orient 
themselves toward a consistent, coherent view of why children were 
in school and then structure the curriculum and instruction to 
reflect that view.
The five teachers in congruent situations stated that the 
teachers and principals in their schools shared common educational 
goals. Four of the five teachers in disparate situations said that 
the teachers in their schools shared common educational goals but 
that they were unsure whether the teachers’ goals were shared by 
the principal. One teacher in a disparate situation said that the 
teachers shared educational goals which definitely were not shared 
by the principal.
Two of the five teachers in congruent situations said that
the educational goals in their schools were formulated by principals
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and teachers. Another one of the five teachers said that the 
principals in her district formulated the goals for the district. 
One teacher said that the principal, teachers, and parents at his 
school had formulated the general goals for the school and had 
also written specific objectives for each grade level. The fifth 
teacher in a congruent situation said that while he felt the 
teachers and principal in his building shared common educational 
goals, he had never seen any formal goals or objectives in written 
form.
Four of the five teachers in congruent situations thought 
that educational goals should be formulated cooperatively by 
teachers, administrators, parents, and school board members. One 
teacher thought that teachers and principals in specific buildings 
should formulate goals and objectives for that particular faculty.
Three of the teachers in disparate situations said that 
they were unaware of written goals for their schools. One teacher 
said that each teacher in her building wrote individual goals and 
objectives and formulated a plan with the principal for evaluating 
whether the objectives were reached. The fifth teacher in a 
disparate situation said that while there were written district 
goals and building goals which should guide the efforts of the 
teachers and principal in her building, the goals were reflected 
in theory rather than in practice.
Two of the five teachers in disparate situations thought 
that goals should be formulated cooperatively by teachers and 
principals. Two teachers stated that teachers, parents, and 
principals should formulate educational goals; and one teacher
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mentioned school board members in addition to parents, teachers, 
and principals as important to include in formulating educational 
goals.
Superior Orientation
Question 57. Please describe the relationship which your 
principal has with your superintendent and/or assistant superintendent 
for instruction.
Question 58. How do those relationships affect you?
Question 59. Describe the ideal relationship between a 
principal and a superintendent or that between a principal and an 
assistant superintendent for instruction.
There were marked differences between the perceptions of 
teachers in congruent situations and teachers in disparate situations 
about principal-superintendent relationships. The following 
comments by teachers in disparate situations reflected perceptions 
of less-than-ideal working relationships between principals and 
superintendents.
Our principal's relationship to the superintendent is 
summed up in one sentence: "Yes sir, I'll do it." It 
makes me feel sad. A principal should battle for his 
building— question district policies that affect teachers 
and kids. (T19, 7/28/84)
There is a power struggle between our principal and 
assistant superintendent for curriculum. The curriculum 
superintendent can't exercise his expertise. Lots of 
input from teachers never gets implemented because of 
that power struggle. We're all the losers. (T4, 7/28/84)
"Puppet" is the word. The superintendent is into power, 
into being the top man. It's frustrating. I'd like a 
principal to be able to relay faculty wishes to the 
superintendent and support them., (T15, 7/29/84)
183
The superintendent delegates and the principal follows.
I stay out of it, and it doesn't affect me closely.
(T6, 8/7/84)
The superintendent is dominating. The principal tries 
not to make any waves. But I try not to let it affect 
me. (T43, 8/1/84)
With one exception, the teachers in congruent situations 
perceived as positive the relationships between their principals 
and superintendents. The teacher who did report a "strained" 
relationship between principal and superintendent worked with a 
principal whom she perceived as "very strong" (T45, 7/30/84) and 
able to cope with the situation.
The four teachers who perceived their principals' and
superintendents' relationship as positive said that the teachers
benefited from the good relationship.
It's a good rapport they share. It funnels down to the 
rest of us. (T17, 7/30/84)
They're like two peas in a pod. They totally back one 
another. They're together a lot discussing things. In 
most cases it's really good— overall we're so much 
better off. Sometimes, though, I would like to know 
whether I hear the principal talking or the superintendent 
talking through the principal. Do they always totally 
agree? Anyway, overall it's good for us. (T20, 8/9/84)
General Culminating Questions
Question 60. In one research project, it was found that 
teachers consider the principal an important factor in choosing 
between possible positions. What questions would you ask about the 
principal if you were considering working in a new school?
When asked what questions they would like to ask about the 
principal if they were to consider working in a different school, 
the teachers had the following responses. There were few
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discernible differences between the responses of teachers in
disparate or congruent situations. The first five sets of questions
were asked by teachers in disparate situations.
Where does he feel his strengths are? How does he feel 
about staff development and implementing change? Is he 
a team member or authoritarian? Is he visible in his 
building? Does he listen to teachers in an open-minded 
way? (T4, 7/28/84)
I'd want to know first of all what kind of person he is.
Is he a warm, loving person or a cold fish? Does he 
believe in trusting people to do a good job autonomously 
or in an authoritarian manner? What type of classroom 
organization is he comfortable with? (T19, 7/28/84)
How does he relate to teachers? Does he ask for teachers* 
input? Does he allow teachers freedom? Does he 
acknowledge accomplishments of the faculty? (T15, 7/29/84)
How much freedom are teachers allowed? How much attention 
does he pay to curriculum? Does he have rapport with his 
faculty? Does he listen to them? What does he expect of 
a teacher? How does he relate to children? (T6, 8/7/84)
Does he listen to teachers? Is he involved in the daily 
running of the school? Does he take an interest in what 
goes on in the classroom? Does he know the children?
Is he human? Does he have empathy for teachers— to know 
that sometimes things don't go well in the classroom?
(T43, 8/1/84)
The next five sets of questions were asked by teachers in 
congruent situations.
I would explain where I am in my beliefs about teaching 
and then ask, How do we match up? (T21, 8/11/84)
How authoritarian is he? How supportive to the staff 
with parents is he? How willing is he to listen to 
teachers? Is he efficient? Is he a good public 
relations person? Does he have a good sense of humor?
(T17, 7/30/84)
Is he the backbone of the building? Does he provide 
teacher support? Does he provide an organized setting 
for teachers and children? What is the tone of the 
building? (T45, 7/30/84)
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What is his involvement with curriculum? What are his 
policies on decision making? What are his discipline 
policies? What are his evaluation techniques? (T20,
8/9/84)
What does he expect of a teacher? Would he support me 
in a decision I might make about a child? Is he fair, 
patient, and loving with children? What are his views 
on discipline? What is he like as a person— to relate 
to? (T2, 7/27/84)
One obvious concern of the teachers in disparate situations 
related to authoritarianism; four of the five teachers would ask 
questions about the principal's degree of authoritarianism. Only- 
one teacher in a congruent situation was concerned enough to ask 
about authoritarianism.
Four of the five teachers in disparate situations would 
also ask whether the principal listened to teachers. Only one of 
the teachers in congruent situations would ask whether the principal 
listened to teachers.
Three of the teachers in congruent situations would ask 
about the principal's support of teachers. Many of the concerns 
reflected by the questions asked by all ten teachers related to 
principals' communication skills.
Question 61. What, if anything, could your principal do 
to allow you to do a better job?
When asked what their principals could do to allow them to 
do a better job, the teachers in congruent situations were more 
apt to mention specific matters such as scheduling adjustments or 
reducing paperwork than were teachers in disparate situations.
Still, two teachers in congruent situations did mention that they 
would like to have the principal "around more" (T20, 8/9/84)
(T21, 8/11/84).
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The teachers in disparate situations responded to the 
question of what their principals could do to help them do a better 
job with more general needs. They wanted more "backup and support" 
and more appreciation shown.
The following set of responses was from teachers in 
congruent situations.
He could work out a schedule so that I could have my kids 
for more time. That would be the biggest thing he could 
do for me. . . . Other than that I'd like to have him 
come in the room more— to observe me. Maybe have more of 
an opportunity to develop a relationship with him. . . .
I guess I'd like to have a little more time with him.
(T21, 8/11/84)
I guess I would like more of him around. I think that's 
the one area that could be improved above all. I really 
believe he could be seen more around the school by the 
kids. He's just not one to be out, even in the hall.
He does, however, supervise noon hour. He goes out every 
noon. I think that's really good because I feel he's 
watching these kids at least someplace. (T20, 8/9/84)
Oh, I know what I'd like— reading in my own room without 
having to travel from one room to another. We spend so 
much time going back and forth— five minutes coming, 
five minutes going, five minutes settling down again.
And now we have reading for one hour. If we weren't 
traveling, if I wanted to have reading for an hour and a 
half, I would. I bet I could really go to town. (Is 
that your principal's idea?) Yes, and he loves it. But 
I wish he could be in our situation. (Has he observed 
this?) Oh, sure— once a year. (Have you told him how 
you feel about this?) Oh, you can't tell him anything.
Uh-uh, forget that. He's gung ho on it. He could 
listen to the teachers more. (T2, 7/27/84)
Help reduce the paperwork.
Scheduling is very important— if your grade level 
gets a bad schedule, it's hard.
Seeing that we are allowed prep time. But I know 
there is a limit to what he can do.
Guard against interruptions— the intercom and 
finding a time when we're not in the middle of teaching.
(T45, 7/30/84)
I think that one thing he could do is find a little more 
secretarial help for us. I think record keeping and 
especially for the kindergarten teacher— because we do
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fill out a card about ten times. I write the child's name, 
phone number, and address on the blue cards, the yellow 
cards, the buff card. There I really do feel that he doesn’t 
understand how time consuming that is. Well I just have to 
take it home and spend a Sunday afternoon working on that 
and then I might not get done. I feel that he could under­
stand that a little bit more and get somebody to help with 
that. In the fall of the year we're getting acquainted 
with children, we're trying to get up our bulletin boards, 
we're trying to get our curriculum going, we're finding 
things that will work in our curriculum. I do have the 
parents fill out a personality analysis sheet for me that 
I read because it tells me about that child and that I 
want to do and want to read. But these other things which 
are just mundane I feel that somebody else could do that—
I mean even volunteer parents. I'd like the principal to 
look for ways to help teachers with these things— take 
the initiative. (T17, 7/30/84)
The following set of responses was from teachers in 
disparate situations.
I guess I would say take a stand on issues.
To have a belief— a philosophy— and carry through 
with that whether it agrees with mine or not.
I guess the fence sitting I don't deal well with.
And then the other would be staff appreciation—  
visibly showing appreciation of the job you do.
(T4, 7/28/84)
Oh, I would like to have him go into the room, give 
constructive criticism. Let people know that he 
appreciates what they're doing and get acquainted with 
the students. (T6, 8/7/84)
I would like to have more of an advocate for the teacher 
as far as approaching the superintendent and school 
board. They've made some cuts during these years and I 
would have liked for him to have said, "No, absolutely 
not, there's no way. You can't cut that out of our 
building. You can't cut that much money from our budget.
You can't cut out those materials. We need them. You 
can't do that. We have to have time to do this. We 
have to give those people more time to work together or 
more time to work in their rooms. You have to let those 
kids go home half a day early once in awhile." I would 
like that type of advocate for us.
He knows that, but he's not able to stand up and 
get that across. (T15, 7/29/84)
I have so much freedom. Even though I'm complaining 
because he never comes into my room, I do like the 
freedom. I guess I would wish that he would take a
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little more interest in what I am teaching and some of 
the units that I am teaching instead of maybe at the 
end of two years saying you're not doing a thing when 
he doesn't know that we are practically killing our­
selves to provide a good program. (So you wish he 
would take more interest in what you're doing.) Right, 
so that when he does come in to evaluate me he will 
know if I'm doing a good job, a bad job, or just a 
ridiculously poor job! (T43, 8/1/84)
I think the one thing that would be more helpful than 
anything else is more backup and support for what I'm 
doing in the classroom. I'll give you an example of 
what I'm talking about. Several years ago I was 
teaching fourth grade and I had a bunch of trouble­
makers— just a bad class, but I had some really neat 
kids too. And they came up and said, "Hey, we really 
don't like these other kids." I sat and ate lunch with 
those kids a lot, and one day I said, "I'll tell you what 
I'll do. Let's meet with the principal and talk to him 
about it." So I asked him to meet with these kids, and 
he just wouldn't do it. He thought it would set a 
precedent of listening to kids talk about other kids.
I just told the kids, "He can't do it."
Things like that. I just wish that I had a little 
more backup and support— a little more searching out of 
things that would help me. A little more suggestions 
about what would help. And in order to do that he has 
to know what I'm doing. He has to know what I'm all 
about. (T19, 7/28/84)
Question 62. Is there anything else you would like me to 
know about how you feel about your relationship with your principal 
or about teacher/principal relationships in general?
When asked if there was anything else that the teachers 
wanted the investigator to know about how they felt about relation­
ships with their principals or about teacher-principal relationships 
in general, the teachers gave varying responses. The responses in 
the first set were those of teachers in congruent situations.
The teachers that are experienced are almost totally on 
their own. You know, if they prove themselves, they're 
almost forgotten I guess. I'm not sure that's a good 
situation. You know I consider myself an experienced 
teacher but I always think if he would come around and 
check things out with me I would feel more comfortable 
I guess. (Why would you feel more comfortable?) I guess
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because then I would feel that he's at least interested 
in me. I don't know— sometimes when you don't see him 
around you for a year and a half or two years you begin 
to wonder, you know, what it is. I know that he's 
confident in my technique and things, but I just think 
if he would come out and get into my room more I would 
just feel better knowing that he knows what I'm doing 
rather than just what he thinks I'm doing. (You mean 
you wonder why he isn't coming around?) Well, like is 
he too busy or does he just think I'm doing such a good 
job he doesn't have to come? (So you'd like for him to 
come around and see what you're doing and tell you 
whether or not he likes what you're doing?) I guess 
we're kids at heart. In most cases when you get some 
constructive criticism or just some appraisal of some 
sort, you can feel that you can go ahead with a little 
bit more devotion and confidence. (T20, 8/9/84)
He shows great respect for me. He'll come to me— he'll 
ask questions and ask my ideas before he presents an idea 
to a lot of the others. What I say has quite a bit of 
weight because I am one of the older faculty members.
He seeks out my advice, but he'll give me advice too.
You know I'm still learning, too. If you have a problem 
child, I'm going to get it. I mean he depends on me for 
things like that— difficult situations. It never fails to 
happen. (How do you feel about that?) I resented it at 
first but now I feel that maybe that's my place in this 
world— you know, that that's part of my teaching. All 
these problem children— I resent it at first, but in the 
end I hate to part with them. You get very much attached 
to them. You know what I mean? But at first I don't 
know how I'm going to handle it. But then as the year 
goes along I get more involved— I'm doing more for them. 
Another thing I resent— that bothers me— is that a lot of 
the parents call in and want their child in a certain room. 
What do I wind up with? Eight or nine Title I children 
(children who have special needs in math and reading). I 
really can't help it, you know. The parents call. And I 
have compassion for these children. But I really feel 
that (the principal) shouldn't always grant these special 
requests from parents. (T2, 7/27/84)
A principal could ask the advice of experienced 
teachers about something he might have to do. It could 
be his problem, but he might ask for advice because you've 
had more experience than he has, especially a younger 
principal. Someone once said that you're never going to 
have a person endeared to you until you ask that person for 
advice. I think that is important to keep in mind. If a 
principal really wants to establish rapport, especially as 
a new principal in a building where there are a lot of 
experienced teachers (and I'm sure a new principal is
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afraid to death of them), he should just go up to them and 
say, "I'd like your advice about this." Whether he takes 
it or not is another thing, but just to ask is important.
That person has been honored, flattered to be asked.
And I think a principal should be well versed in 
curriculum. Teachers would have more respect for them.
They may have an overview, but they need more specifics 
about each grade level. And maybe they should ask, "How 
do you teach that? I see by your plans that you're going 
to teach thus and so— how will you do that?" They could 
learn that way. (T17, 7/30/84)
I think that teachers and principals have to share respect 
and trust and some common philosophy or goal. I think 
that's the most important thing to work for. (T45, 7/30/84)
I think that oftentimes creative teachers are misunderstood, 
and I think an effort needs to be made by principals to 
try to understand these teachers. What motivates them?
Why are they doing what they're doing? Because more times 
than not that principal is going to have to support that 
teacher. Someone else will come in and ask questions if 
the teacher is doing creative things out of the ordinary 
in the classroom. I think that the principal has got to 
support every staff member and particularly those unusual 
teachers. Often teachers who are creative are out there 
by themselves. They're self-motivated.
They're ready— like myself— to take some flack if it 
comes, to persevere because I know what I'm doing is right. 
But you need to know that some people are in your corner.
You know in your heart and your own mind that you're doing 
a good job, but you need to hear it from someone else who 
has taken the time and effort to understand what you're 
trying to do. (T21, 8/11/84)
The responses in the second set were those of teachers in 
disparate situations.
Very experienced teachers should know what they are doing 
and be able to carry on without a lot of overseeing. A 
new teacher might need a little more guidance and help. Of 
course I think sometimes you need fresh ideas. I would say 
generally that most teachers would like that— I know I would 
be glad. I need to broaden myself so that I don't become 
stuck in a rut. I like change. (T43, 8/1/84)
I worked so many years in a rural school where the only 
authority over me was a county superintendent who visited 
twice a year. It has been difficult to relate to an 
authority right on the premises. I learned that you have 
to tell the principal what's going on when I have a tendency 
to tell them after it's over with! I imagine other teachers
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as old as I am probably would react the same way. Now if 
the principal knew a great deal about curriculum and children 
and teachers, I would relate better to him. Then I could 
go to him and say, "This is what I want to do." But you 
just can't do that with him. (T6, 8/7/84)
I would say that (our principal) lets his experienced 
teachers pretty much do what they want. He is confident 
in the experienced teacher. That's really nice. But I 
would like advice from someone who has done a lot of 
classroom teaching and current teaching. A principal has 
to prove himself to a classroom teacher. (T15, 7/29/84)
I think experienced teachers tend to lack respect for 
principals the longer they (teachers) work in the field.
I think they tend to become more self-sufficient. I 
think a lot of teachers, myself included, feel that 
principals should get back into the classroom— that they 
somehow seem to lose their perspective once they become 
a principal as far as what goes on in the classroom. So 
I would like to see more teaching done by them. What we 
see as reality is not what they're seeing as reality. I 
sometimes think our worlds are so removed from each other. 
(Why do you think that is?) I think many times he has to 
be concerned with the money end of it— balancing the 
budget, making sure the supplies get to the right room, 
hearing that we're going to cut, cut, cut. The financial 
aspects have overwhelmed a lot of principals. The 
principal should be a support person in that building to 
teachers. (T4, 7/28/84)
I think maybe that training institutions are wrong now for 
principals. I think they're still using the same methods 
they did turning them out years ago. I think now the 
group process skills, human relations skills, how you 
relate to people, quality circles— that's what's applicable 
for today. There's been such a drastic change in the 
teaching profession. Teachers want to be involved in 
running schools— they expect it. Principals have to know 
how to work with teachers.
Experienced teachers want more attention. We're talking 
about good quality teachers, and we're not talking so much 
about evaluation. We're talking about a team effort, a 
cooperative effort between principals and teachers. (T19, 
7/28/84)
There were few discernible differences between the 
responses of teachers in congruent or disparate situations. The 
teachers consistently mentioned needing attention, support, and 
respect from principals. More and better communication between
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teachers and principals emerged as a primary concern of all the 
teachers.
In summary, data were presented in chapter 4 which reflected 
the perceptions of experienced, effective teachers of principals' 
leadership behavior. The data showed that there were significant 
differences between what the teachers perceived to be their own 
principals' leadership behavior and what they perceived to be 
ideal leadership behavior. Interview data were presented which 
further addressed the perceptions of experienced, effective 
teachers of principals' leadership behavior. Chapter 5 will 
provide a summary of the results, conclusions, and recommendations 




The primary purpose of this study was to examine the 
perceptions of elementary school principals' leadership behavior held 
by elementary school teachers identified as experienced and effective 
in Minnesota. Experienced, effective elementary teachers rated their 
principals' actual leadership behavior, and those same teachers rated 
ideal leadership behavior of elementary principals. The teachers' 
ratings of actual and ideal leadership behavior were compared. Also 
investigated, through an interview process, were the perceptions of 
experienced, effective elementary teachers who perceived that their 
principals deviated significantly from what the teachers considered 
ideal leadership behavior. Experienced, effective elementary teachers 
who perceived that their principals closely approximated the teachers' 
perceptions of ideal leadership behavior were also interviewed.
Research indicating that principals were working and will 
be working in the future with substantial numbers of experienced 
teachers was cited. Since effectiveness in teaching often develops 
with experience and since research has begun to indicate that 
experienced teachers have unique needs, a study of experienced, 
effective teachers' perceptions seemed warranted. Since research 
has also established the importance of leader-subordinate relationships,
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the writer narrowed this study to an investigation of experienced, 
effective teachers' perceptions of principals' leadership behavior.
Data from the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire-Form 
XII (LBDQ-12) were selected as the rating instrument. The teachers 
were asked to rate their principals' actual leadership behavior by 
responding to one hundred statements about leadership behavior. The 
statements referred to twelve parameters of leadership behavior 
(labeled subscales on the instrument) identified by the Ohio State 
Leadership Studies. Response options were on a Likert-type scale.
The teachers were also asked to use another copy of the LBDQ-12 to 
rate a principal's leadership behavior as they perceived that behavior 
ideally should be. The teachers responded to the same one hundred 
statements about leadership behavior that they had responded to 
when rating their principals' actual leadership behavior. Again, 
response options were on a Likert-type scale.
The teachers' ratings of their principals' actual leadership 
behavior and their ratings of principals' ideal leadership behavior 
were tabulated and compared. After hand scoring each questionnaire 
and computing mean scores for each subscale for every teacher, the 
writer computed two sums of the means for every teacher— one sum 
reflected the teachers' perceptions across the twelve subscales of 
his/her principal's actual leadership behavior; one sum reflected the 
teachers' perceptions across the twelve subscales of ideal leadership 
behavior of principals. The data were then arranged in frequency 
tables by using the computer at the University of North Dakota 
Computer Center. The differences between the sums of the means were 
also computed and arranged in frequency tables. Using these data the
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writer was able to (1) identify five teachers who had the largest 
differences between the sums of means reflecting perceptions of 
actual leadership behavior and the sums of the means reflecting 
perceptions of ideal leadership behavior, and (2) identify five 
teachers who had the smallest differences between the sums of those 
means.
The data were also treated for significant differences between 
the sample means on each of the twelve subscales using the t-test for 
repeated measures. The level of significance was set at j<.05.
The significance of the differences on each subscale between 
each of the ten teachers' perceptions of actual and ideal leadership 
behavior was tested. The results of the statistical analysis indicated 
that the ten teachers selected for interviews on the basis of the 
differences between their perceptions of actual and ideal leadership 
behavior were working with principals who either deviated significantly 
from the teachers' perceptions of ideal leadership behavior on most 
of the subscales or closely approximated the teachers' perceptions of 
ideal leadership behavior on most of the subscales.
The interview questions were adapted from other research or 
were formulated by the writer. The questions were tested through 
pilot interviews and were juried by four members of the University 
of North Dakota educational administration faculty. On the basis of 
the pilot interviews and the jury process, the questions were revised 
several times before being written in final form.
The larger sample of teachers selected for the study consisted 
of thirty-three public school Teachers of Excellence in Minnesota—  
teachers who were so designated through the Minnesota Teacher of the
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Year selection process in 1979, 1980, 1981, 1982, and 1983. In 
addition to being designated a Teacher of Excellence in one of the 
years listed, the teachers selected had (1) teaching experience of five 
years or more and (2) a working relationship with their present 
principals for at least three years.
The ten teachers identified to be interviewed met individually 
with the writer during July or August 1984 in their home communities. 
Each interview lasted approximately two hours. A summary of the 
results of this study follows. The results of the quantitative 
section of the study will be summarized first; the results of the 
qualitative section will be summarized later.
Summary of Quantitative Data
The means reflecting the perceptions of the thirty-three 
teachers surveyed of their principals' actual leadership behavior 
are reported in descending order. The means varied from 3.67 to 
2.81. The subscale reflecting the highest mean scores was Tolerance 
of Freedom (3.67) followed by Initiation of Structure (3.50), 
Representation (3.44), Consideration (3.27), Tolerance of Uncertainty 
(3.24), Superior Orientation (3.22), Role Assumption (3.20),
Predictive Accuracy (3.16), Integration (3.16), Demand Reconciliation 
(3.12), Persuasion (3.09), and Production Emphasis (2.81).
The sample means for the subscales reflecting the teachers' 
perceptions of ideal leadership behavior of principals varied from 
4.29 to 3.50. The subscale reflecting the highest mean score was 
Demand Reconciliation (4.29) followed in descending order by 
Integration (4.25), Consideration (4.21), Initiation of Structure
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(4.15), Role Assumption (4.14), Tolerance of Freedom (4.04), Persuasion 
(4.01), Representation (4.00), Predictive Accuracy (3.99), Superior 
Orientation (3.95), Tolerance of Uncertainty (3.62), and Production 
Emphasis (3.50).
The results of the comparisons of the sample means reflecting 
the teachers' perceptions of principals' actual and ideal leadership 
behavior follow. There was a significant difference at the .001 
level between the teachers' perceptions of ideal and actual leadership 
behavior on the subscales Representation, Demand Reconciliation, 
Persuasion, Initiation of Structure, Role Assumption, Consideration, 
Production Emphasis, Predictive Accuracy, Integration, and Superior 
Orientation. There was a significant difference at the .004 level 
between perceptions of ideal and actual leadership behavior on the 
subscale Tolerance of Freedom. There was a significant difference 
at the .046 level between the teachers' perceptions of ideal and 
actual leadership behavior on the subscale Tolerance of Uncertainty.
A comparison of the teachers' total difference scores 
between their sums of the means reflecting perceptions of their 
principals' actual leadership behavior and ideal leadership behavior 
of principals in general resulted in the selection of ten teachers 
for interviews. The differences between the means for the total 
sample ranged from 1.3 to 28.9 with the mean difference being 10.46.
Of the five teachers who had the largest differences between means, 
four agreed to be interviewed. Thus, the teacher with the sixth 
largest difference between means was asked for an interview and 
consented. Of the five teachers who had the smallest differences 
between means, four agreed to be interviewed. Since the teacher
198
with the sixth smallest difference between means could not be inter­
viewed, the teacher with the seventh smallest difference between 
means was asked for an interview and consented. These ten 
teachers, then, comprised the interview sample.
Summary of Qualitative Data
The ten teachers— seven women and three men— selected for 
interviews taught in school districts across Minnesota which ranged 
in size from 680 to 13,000 students and in elementary schools which 
varied in size from 80 to 750 students. The teachers ranged in age 
from 34 to 67 with a mean age of 47.7 and a median age of 41. Their 
years of experience ranged from 8 to 47 years. The mean number of 
years of teaching experience was 21.4 and the median was 19 years.
The teachers had worked with the principals whose leadership 
behavior they described from 3 to 15 years. The mean number of 
years worked with the principals was 11, and the median was 12. The 
teachers reported their principals' years of experience ranging from 
4 to over 20 years. Nine of the principals were men, and one was a 
woman.
When the writer contacted the teachers to be interviewed by 
telephone, she was impressed by what she perceived to be eagerness 
to talk about principals' leadership behavior. Every teacher seemed 
enthusiastic about the study and seemed interested in pursuing the 
topic. No reluctance to be interviewed was detected although the 
writer had expected those teachers in disparate situations to be 
somewhat cautious. In fact, those teachers in disparate situations 
seemed especially receptive to discussing their principals'
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leadership behavior and principals' leadership behavior in general. 
Several teachers asked how they could best prepare for the interviews 
and were assured that the writer was interested in their perceptions 
about leadership behavior which could best be expressed by 
reflecting upon their own experiences and expectations.
During the interviews the teachers were verbal and needed 
no prompting or encouragement to talk. They were articulate and 
personable.
None of the teachers in congruent situations had significant 
differences on the subscale Representation reflected by a statistical 
comparison of perceptions of their principals' actual leadership 
behavior and ideal leadership behavior of principals in general.
Every teacher in a disparate situation had significant differences 
on the subscale Representation reflected by a statistical comparison 
of perceptions of ideal and actual leadership behavior.
The teachers' responses to questions related to representa­
tion of the group indicated that they believed principals should 
publicize the activities of teachers. While the teachers' views 
varied about the methods principals might use to publicize teachers' 
activities, the reported consensus was that teachers need to be 
appreciated in a public way and that a principal should initiate 
such efforts.
Two of the teachers in congruent situations had significant 
differences on the subscale Demand Reconciliation reflected by a 
statistical comparison of their perceptions of ideal and actual 
leadership behavior. Every teacher in a disparate situation had 
significant differences on the subscale Demand Reconciliation
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reflected by a statistical comparison of their perceptions of ideal 
and actual leadership behavior.
The teachers agreed that principals should face conflict 
situations and attempt to resolve them. The teachers appeared to 
be most dissatisfied with principals who avoided conflict situations 
and appeared to be most satisfied with those who were active 
mediators.
Three of the teachers in congruent situations and four of the 
teachers in disparate situations had significant differences on the 
subscale Tolerance of Uncertainty reflected in a statistical compari­
son of perceptions of their principals' actual leadership behavior 
and ideal leadership behavior of principals in general. The 
teachers' perceptions of their principals' attempts to tolerate 
uncertainty seemed to vary widely because of the teachers' views on 
whether "accepting defeat in stride" was a positive or negative 
response. When teachers perceived that principals responded 
antagonistically to differing views and acted as though the differing 
views were direct personal challenges, the teachers perceived that 
the principals did not accept defeat in stride and perceived that 
response negatively. When not accepting defeat in stride was 
equated with persistence rather than antagonism, the teachers 
perceived the behavior as positive.
One of the teachers in a congruent situation and every 
teacher in a disparate situation had significant differences on the 
subscale Persuasion reflected in a statistical comparison of 
perceptions of their principals' actual leadership behavior and 
ideal leadership behavior of principals in general. The teachers'
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responses to questions related to their principals' persuasiveness 
varied according to whether the teachers were in disparate or 
congruent situations. Those in disparate situations reported that: 
their principals either dictated changes or seldom attempted to make 
changes. When the principals who seldom attempted change did act, 
they were perceived as deferring to others' judgment— especially the 
judgment of the experienced, effective teachers themselves. These; 
teachers appeared to resent what they perceived as the principals' 
unwillingness to initiate change with more confidence.
The teachers in congruent situations indicated that they 
appreciated being consulted about changes contemplated by principals 
and being given time to adjust to changes which had to be made.
A description emerged from these teachers of a principal open to 
teachers' views but sensitive to the responsibility a principal had 
to make final decisions.
Three of the teachers in congruent situations and every 
teacher in a disparate situation had significant differences on the 
subscale Initiation of Structure reflected in a statistical compari­
son of perceptions of their principals' actual leadership behavior 
and ideal leadership behavior of principals in general. The 
teachers in disparate situations were more likely to view their 
principals as managers while those in congruent situations were more 
likely to view their principals as advocates of children and of good 
instruction. However, when questioned about their principals' roles 
in curricular and instructional matters there was not a pronounced 
difference in the teachers' perceptions in congruent or disparate 
situations. Eight of the teachers (five in disparate situations and
202
three in congruent situations) reported conferring with principals 
once or twice a year about matters related to curriculum and instruction 
in their classrooms. All of these teachers rated their principals' 
advice as somewhat helpful or not helpful. The consensus among this 
group of teachers was that the principals knew too little about 
curriculum to be helpful.
The two teachers (both in congruent situations) who conferred 
with their principals one to four times a month perceived the advice 
helpful or very helpful because the principals were perceived as 
good resource people or as understanding the teachers' teaching style 
well enough to offer constructive advice.
Every teacher in a disparate situation and three teachers 
in congruent situations were not satisfied with their principals' 
observation and supervision methods. Classroom visits were reported 
as rare (from never to twice a year) and the follow-ups to the visits 
were either nonexistent or were perceived as not helpful. The two 
teachers in congruent situations who were satisfied with their 
principals' observation and supervision methods reported having one 
or two formal evaluation visits a year and frequent, less formal 
visits. These two teachers perceived the frequent, less formal 
visits as helpful because the principals followed up these visits 
with specific perceptions about what was observed and because the 
principals used the visits as a time to interact with the students in 
their classrooms.
All of the teachers interviewed expressed a desire to have 
someone whom they respected and whom they perceived as knowledgeable 
about teaching visit the classroom to observe and critique their
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teaching. They reported that they expected from such visits insights 
about their teaching, positive reinforcement for their efforts, and 
a positive effect upon students.
Two of the teachers in congruent situations and four of the 
teachers in disparate situations had significant differences on the 
subscale Tolerance of Freedom reflected by a statistical comparison 
of perceptions of their principals' actual leadership behavior and 
ideal leadership behavior of principals in general. The teachers 
perceived that they had more freedom in making decisions about 
instructional methods than they did in making decisions about what 
was to be included in the curriculum. However, the teachers seemed 
generally satisfied with the amount of freedom they did have in 
both areas.
Differences between teachers in disparate and congruent 
situations were more apparent when the teachers were asked about 
their perceptions of their principals' behavior related to encouraging 
teachers to experiment with ideas related to curriculum and instruc­
tion. All of the teachers in congruent situations perceived that 
their principals encouraged such experimentation and that the 
principals wanted the teachers to initiate curricular and instruc­
tional innovations. The teachers in disparate situations perceived 
that their principals either feared experimentation with innovations 
or did not know how to encourage them. All of the teachers 
interviewed expressed a need for encouragement to experiment with 
curriculum and instruction, and all of the teachers wanted to have 
the authority to decide whether to retain or reject an innovation.
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Two of the teachers in congruent situations and every teacher 
in a disparate situation had significant differences on the subscale 
Role Assumption reflected by a statistical comparison of their 
perceptions of ideal and actual leadership behavior. The teachers 
in congruent situations stated that they preferred, and that in 
general they experienced, a setting in a school where roles were well 
defined. They apparently wanted freedom, within the defined boundaries 
of responsibility, to express themselves. The teachers in disparate 
situations indicated a preference to teach in schools where 
relationships were more egalitarian. They seemed to perceive 
authority as a threat to autonomy.
All of the teachers in disparate situations and two of the 
teachers in congruent situations had significant differences on the 
subscale Consideration reflected by a statistical comparison of 
perceptions of their principals' actual leadership behavior and 
ideal leadership behavior of principals in general. All of the 
teachers interviewed stated that their schools were either always or 
usually pleasant, comfortable places in which to work. When they were 
questioned further, it became apparent that, in general, the teachers 
in disparate situations depended upon camaraderie and support from 
other teachers and that their principals did not contribute to the 
positive atmosphere in their schools. These principals seemingly 
were virtually isolated from teachers.
The teachers in congruent situations perceived their 
principals as contributors to the positive atmospheres in their 
schools. These principals were described as visible, friendly,
and good listeners.
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Every teacher in a disparate situation, but no teacher in a 
congruent situation, had significant differences on the subscale 
Production Emphasis reflected by a statistical comparison of their 
perceptions of ideal and actual leadership behavior. Three teachers 
in disparate situations reported specific behavior of their 
principals which indicated the principals’ concern with time on task 
as that factor related to production emphasis. Although the teachers 
in congruent situations reported that time on task was important to 
their principals, they did not describe behavior that would so 
indicate beyond stating that the principals mentioned time on task 
at staff meetings.
When discussing how they judged their own effectiveness, all 
of the teachers in disparate situations and four of the teachers in 
congruent situations reported that they depended primarily upon their 
own judgment rather than their principals'. The teachers stated that 
their principals did not know enough about what the teachers were 
trying to accomplish in the classroom to be of help. The teacher in 
a congruent situation who did depend upon the principal's assessment 
reported trusting his principal's judgment about teaching and 
children.
Every teacher noted that verbal or written praise and 
expressions of appreciation from principals was the best reward 
for their efforts. Four of the teachers in congruent situations and 
one teacher in a disparate situation reported receiving such rewards. 
Four teachers in disparate situations and one teacher in a congruent 
situation reported that they did not perceive that they were 
sufficiently appreciated by their principals.
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Every teacher in a disparate situation and three teachers in 
congruent situations had significant differences on the subscale 
Predictive Accuracy reflected by a statistical comparison of their 
perceptions of ideal and actual leadership behavior. The teachers 
related their perceptions of the extent of principals' helpfulness 
in predicting ramifications to what they perceived as the principals' 
views on change. If the principals were perceived as fearful of 
change, they were perceived by teachers to be too cautious to be of 
much help. On the other hand, principals perceived to be positive 
about change were perceived as helpful by teachers contemplating a 
decision which might have far-reaching ramifications.
All of the teachers said that they appreciated a principal 
who could discuss, with an open mind, all the pros and cons related 
to a situation. All of the teachers indicated an expectation to 
have a significant voice in making a final decision about proposed 
changes.
Every teacher in a disparate situation and two teachers in 
congruent situations had significant differences on the subscale 
Integration reflected by a statistical comparison of their percep­
tions of ideal and actual leadership behavior. Nine of the teachers 
interviewed stated that principals should arrange for teachers to 
share skills and knowledge with other teachers; two of the teachers 
(both in congruent situations) worked with principals who did so. 
Concerning staff meetings as a way of achieving integration, no 
teacher in a disparate situation was satisfied with the ways in which 
such meetings were conducted. The four teachers in congruent 
situations who were pleased with their staff meetings reported that
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the meetings were preceded by an agenda and that there were oppor­
tunities for teachers to discuss issues perceived as important to 
teachers.
Every teacher stated that common educational goals were 
important for a school. The teachers in congruent situations said 
that teachers and principals in their buildings shared common educa­
tional goals. The teachers in disparate situations said that common 
educational goals were shared by teachers in their schools, but they 
were not sure the principal shared their goals. One teacher in a 
congruent situation had never seen a written statement of the goals 
for the school, and three teachers in disparate situations were unaware 
of written goals.
Four teachers in disparate situations and two teachers in 
congruent situations had significant differences on the subscale 
Superior Orientation reflected by a statistical comparison of their 
perceptions of ideal and actual leadership behavior. Principal- 
superintendent relationships were perceived by four teachers in 
disparate situations as dominated by the superintendent and by one 
teacher as dominated by the principal. Principal-superintendent 
relationships were perceived by four teachers in congruent situations 
as cooperative. The teachers in disparate situations seemed to 
perceive themselves as victims of power plays. They reported that 
they tried to isolate themselves from conflicts between administra­
tors. The four teachers in congruent situations who perceived 
principal-superintendent relationships as cooperative reported that 
they benefited from the rapport between their principals and their 
superintendents.
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The greatest concerns about principals among teachers in 
disparate situations related to the degree of principals' authori­
tarianism and to their listening skills. These concerns were 
reflected in questions which the teachers would ask about a principal 
before agreeing to work with the principal. Teachers in disparate 
situations also seemed to perceive needs for support and appreciation 
from their principals.
A primary concern about principals among teachers in 
congruent situations related to the degree of principals' support 
for teachers. This concern was reflected in questions which the 
teachers would ask about a principal before agreeing to work with 
the principal. These teachers also seemed to perceive greatest needs 
related to managerial concerns.
When asked an open-ended question about teacher-principal 
relationships, the teachers consistently mentioned needs: attention, 
respect for their experience and competence, and support from 
principals. The teachers' comments also reflected a need for more 
and better communication with principals.
Conclusions
Findings from the study permitted the following conclusions. 
The research questions are listed before the conclusions to which they 
relate.
Research question 1. How do experienced, effective elementary 
school teachers rate the actual leadership behavior of principals with 
whom they work?
209
la. Selected experienced, effective teachers in Minnesota 
perceived that their principals occasionally exhibited leadership 
behavior as defined by the LBDQ-12 subscales Tolerance of Freedom, 
Initiation of Structure, Representation, Consideration, Tolerance of 
Uncertainty, Superior Orientation, Role Assumption, Predictive 
Accuracy, Integration, Demand Reconciliation, and Persuasion. This 
may be because the principals operated with the assumption that they 
needed to exhibit the leadership behavior as defined by the subscales 
only occasionally when working with experienced, effective teachers. 
It may be, on the other hand, that the principals were not well 
trained in leadership behavior and did not know how to exhibit 
consistently the behavior defined. It may also be that the teachers 
surveyed had difficulty deciding whether a behavior was always or 
never exhibited or even often or seldom and were more comfortable 
rating a behavior as occasionally exhibited.
lb. Selected experienced, effective teachers in Minnesota 
perceived that their principals seldom exhibited behavior as defined 
by the LBDQ-12 subscale Production Emphasis. The principals rated 
may have assumed that when working with experienced, effective 
teachers they seldom needed to place emphasis upon behavior which 
was intended to push people to work harder to surpass previous 
records or to increase student achievement. It may be, however, 
that the principals did not know how to help these teachers emphasize 
production. In addition, a complicating factor may have been that 
the principals were intimidated by what they perceived as resistance 
to advice by experienced, effective teachers.
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Research question 2. How do experienced, effective elementary 
school teachers rate ideal leadership behavior of principals?
2a. Selected experienced, effective teachers in Minnesota 
perceived that principals should often exhibit leadership behavior as 
defined by the LBDQ-12 subscales Demand Reconciliation, Integration, 
Consideration, Initiation of Structure, Role Assumption, Representa­
tion, Tolerance of Freedom, and Persuasion. Common to the subscales 
Demand Reconciliation, Integration, Initiation of Structure, Role 
Assumption, Representation, and Persuasion was an emphasis upon 
abilities to coordinate a group's efforts in an effective manner 
and to lead a group with a clear purpose defined. Apparently the 
teachers surveyed perceived the behavior defined by these subscales 
as important. The behavior defined by the subscale Consideration 
emphasized behavior which one might expect all humans to value 
highly. Tolerance of Freedom defined behavior which experienced, 
effective teachers might be expected to value; people who are adept 
at what they do generally value and expect autonomy.
2b. Selected experienced, effective teachers in Minnesota 
perceived that principals should occasionally exhibit behavior as 
defined by the LBDQ-12 subscales Predictive Accuracy, Superior 
Orientation, Tolerance of Uncertainty, and Production Emphasis.
There may be several reasons why the teachers surveyed perceived 
that principals should occasionally exhibit leadership behavior as 
defined by these subscales. The teachers may have expected a 
principal to exhibit the behavior defined by the subscale Predictive 
Accuracy occasionally because they realized that a principal is not 
always free to direct the outcomes of situations with certainty.
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It could be that the principals rated were perceived as working in 
districts where the principal was dependent upon superiors' views 
to a great extent.
The subscale Superior Orientation defined two related areas 
which may have been viewed as distinct by the teachers surveyed.
Seven of the ten items used to measure superior orientation dealt 
with the extent and quality of the principals' influence with 
superiors. Three items required the teachers to consider whether 
the principal's behavior indicated a striving for higher status.
It is conceivable that a teacher would perceive that a principal 
should always get "superiors to act for the welfare of the group 
members" and at the same time that a principal should never seek to 
work "his/her way to the top." Such extreme responses might have 
affected the scoring of the items for Superior Orientation.
The items used to measure Tolerance of Uncertainty required 
the teachers to rate a principal's response to unresolved situations. 
The teachers may have perceived that there are times when a principal 
should "accept defeat in stride"— for example, when granting teachers 
autonomy at the expense of the principal's wishes whereas they may 
have perceived that at other times a principal should never "accept 
defeat in stride"— for example, when pressing for teachers' views 
with superintendents. It would not be surprising if teachers did 
feel ambivalent about a principal's ability to tolerate uncertainty.
The items used to measure Production Emphasis could have 
been perceived as descriptive of the behavior of an unrelenting 
taskmaster. If these items were so perceived by the teachers 
surveyed, it is not surprising that they responded as they did.
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As experienced, effective teachers they may have been offended by 
the notion that a principal should often pressure them to be more 
productive. The responses did indicate, however, that the teachers 
surveyed did perceive that at times an emphasis upon production was 
appropriate behavior for a principal.
Research question 3. How do experienced, effective elementary 
school teachers' ratings of ideal and actual leadership behavior of 
principals compare?
3a. Selected experienced, effective teachers in Minnesota 
were dissatisfied with their principals' behaviors as defined by 
every subscale of the LBDQ-12. Apparently the teachers surveyed 
perceived that they were functioning without the benefit of 
principals' leadership as they would desire it. It could be that 
the teachers surveyed had unrealistic expectations of their 
principals and were unfairly critical of them. Perhaps the teachers 
did not appreciate the complexity of their principals' roles. It could 
be that the principals rated did not perceive that as experienced, 
effective teachers the teachers surveyed needed the involvement, 
intervention, and assertive leadership described by the items on the 
LBDQ-12. On the other hand, the principals may have been poorly trained 
and did not know how to function as leaders as defined by the LBDQ-12.
3b. Selected experienced, effective teachers in Minnesota 
were most dissatisfied with their principals' behavior as defined by 
the subscales Representation, Demand Reconciliation, Persuasion, 
Initiation of Structure, Role Assumption, Consideration, Production 
Emphasis, Predictive Accuracy, Integration, Superior Orientation, and 
Tolerance of Freedom. This finding leads the writer to the same
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conclusions cited in conclusion 3a. The only subscale omitted is 
Tolerance of Uncertainty and conclusions related to this subscale 
follow.
3c. Selected experienced, effective teachers in Minnesota 
were least dissatisfied with their principals' behavior as defined 
by the subscale Tolerance of Uncertainty. Although the principals 
rated did not exhibit leadership behavior defined by the subscale 
Tolerance of Uncertainty to the satisfaction of the teachers surveyed, 
the teachers were less critical of their principals' behavior in this 
area. Evidently the principals were perceived as tolerating unresolved 
situations to some degree. Perhaps the teachers perceived that their 
principals had learned to cope somewhat with factors beyond the 
principals' control.
Research question 4. How do experienced, effective elementary 
school teachers working with principals who deviate significantly 
from the teachers' ideal of leadership behavior perceive the leadership 
behavior of those principals?
4. The teachers who were in disparate situations perceived 
their principals' leadership behavior as generally negative. Four of 
the five teachers had significant differences on every subscale of 
the LBDQ-12 between their perceptions of ideal and actual leadership 
behavior. One teacher had significant differences between perceptions 
of ideal and actual leadership behavior on nine of the twelve 
subscales. The interview data also reflected generally negative 
perceptions of principals' leadership behavior. It could be that the 
teachers in disparate situations did not understand the rationale for 
their principals' actions. It could be that the principals exerted
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leadership behavior in an undiscriminating manner which may have been 
appropriate for teachers other than those who were experienced and 
effective. The principals may have been intimidated by the needs and 
demands of experienced, effective teachers; or they may simply not 
have known how to function as leaders.
Research question 5. How do experienced, effective elementary 
school teachers working with principals who approximate the teachers' 
ideal of leadership behavior perceive the leadership behavior of 
those principals?
5. According to the statistical analysis, the teachers who 
were in congruent situations generally perceived their principals' 
leadership behavior positively. Still, some of the teachers in 
congruent situations also held negative perceptions of their principals' 
leadership behavior. Three of the five teachers had significant 
differences on five subscales of the LBDQ-12 between their perceptions 
of ideal and actual leadership behavior. One teacher had significant 
differences on four of the subscales, and one teacher had significant 
differences on three of the subscales. The interview data also 
reflected positive and negative perceptions. It could be that the 
teachers in congruent situations had more realistic expectations of 
their principals and appreciated more fully the complexities inherent 
in a principal's role. It could be that the principals of the 
teachers in congruent situations were trained to function as effective 
leaders and did so at least in some areas.
Research question 6. How do the perceptions of experienced, 
effective elementary school teachers working with principals who 
deviate significantly from the teachers' ideal of leadership behavior
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compare with the perceptions of experienced, effective elementary 
school teachers working with principals who approximate the teachers' 
ideal of leadership behavior?
6a. The teachers interviewed were eager to talk about their 
relationships with principals and were frank about what they perceived 
to be the strengths and weaknesses in those relationships. Principals 
were apparently important people in the teachers' professional lives. 
Although the teachers in disparate situations seemed to be saying 
that they were effective teachers despite their principals' behaviors, 
the principals still affected all of the teachers greatly. They had 
evidently thought a great deal about their principals' behaviors, 
and the interview questions seemed to help them articulate their 
perceptions. They seemed to want to be heard— to have their 
perceptions "on the record." No teacher seemed concerned about 
confidentiality— not one mentioned it— and from the frank nature of 
many of the statements, the writer could only conclude that either 
the teachers trusted her or that they simply could not refrain from 
voicing strongly held opinions. The writer suspected that the 
latter was the case and concluded that the teachers interviewed 
needed more opportunities to discuss their relationship with 
principals.
6b. The teachers interviewed had high standards of profes­
sional conduct for themselves and for principals. The teachers 
seemed to perceive themselves as competent professionals who were 
constantly seeking to improve their teaching skills and their 
knowledge of child growth and development. As might be expected, 
these teachers indicated that they preferred to work with principals
216
who were also competent and sought to grow professionally. This 
would imply that in order to be perceived as helpful to the teachers 
interviewed and in order to be respected by these teachers, 
principals would have to be adept at leadership behaviors such as 
those delineated by the LBDQ-12.
6c. The teachers interviewed were aware of the complexities 
inherent in a principal's role. They made statements which 
indicated that they realized that principals were often confronted 
with many conflicting demands. This could be because the teachers 
interviewed often served as consultants to their principals. In 
some cases it seemed that the teachers functioned as unofficial 
assistant principals, and in two cases of teachers in disparate 
situations, the teachers seemed to have virtually assumed the 
principal's role.
6d. The teachers interviewed wanted their teaching 
critiqued by people whom they perceived as competent and knowledge­
able. The teachers' responses to questions related to observation 
and supervision indicated that they welcomed critiques of their 
teaching but that, in general, such critiques were seldom forthcoming 
from their principals, or they were not perceived as helpful, especially 
by teachers in disparate situations. This would imply that unless 
principals were well versed in curriculum and instructional methods, 
they would not be perceived as helpful observers in the classrooms 
of the teachers interviewed.
6e. The teachers interviewed wanted to have a significant 
voice in decisions related to their jobs in the classroom. This 
could be because as experienced, effective teachers, the teachers
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interviewed perceived themselves as unusually capable of influencing 
decisions in their schools. It could be that teachers' unions have 
increased in power in Minnesota and that the teachers had, through 
their unions, come to expect, if not demand, more autonomy and more 
control over their professional lives. It could also be that the 
teachers interviewed did not perceive that decisions made without 
their influence were in the best interests of teachers and children.
6f. The teachers interviewed wanted attention from principals 
and appreciation expressed by them. Apparently the teachers 
interviewed perceived that they needed to be told why they were 
appreciated. A common perception was that appreciation should be 
specifically addressed to individual teachers. It seemed that 
those teachers in congruent situations often benefited from 
specific comments about their teaching, whereas those teachers in 
disparate situations heard general comments of appreciation about 
the staff as a whole or were ignored. The writer concluded that 
specificity was of prime importance to the teachers interviewed.
6g. The teachers interviewed wanted more and better 
communication with principals. Virtually all teachers reported 
that they expressed themselves frankly to their principals.
However, some teachers seemed to perceive problems with the results 
of the communication. Those teachers in congruent situations 
apparently perceived that their views influenced their principals' 
behaviors or at least that their principals were concerned about the 
teachers' views. Those in disparate situations apparently perceived 
that few results came from communication with their principals— that 
in the end the principals would not or could not "hear" what the
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teachers were saying. Principals may assume that because they have 
a great deal of communication with teachers, they are communicating 
effectively.
Relationship of the Interview Data 
to the Literature
The ten teachers interviewed seemed to exemplify the traits 
identified by Ryans in the 1950s as highly correlated with positive, 
productive pupil behavior. They impressed the writer as warm, 
understanding, friendly, responsible, businesslike, systematic, 
stimulating, imaginative, resourceful, and energetic. The writer 
also found, contrary to Levine's findings, that the teachers inter­
viewed had not become highly deferential with experience. The 
teachers interviewed were thoughtfully critical and seemed assertive 
and articulate about their relationships with principals. The writer 
did not perceive, either, that the teachers interviewed were 
alienated from their work as Vavrus concluded when he correlated 
alienation from teaching with years of experience. On the contrary, 
the teachers interviewed seemed committed to their profession. The 
teachers in disparate situations did seem more frustrated than did 
teachers in congruent situations by what they perceived as deficien­
cies in their principals' leadership behaviors, but they did not 
seem to let this frustration affect their attitudes toward working 
with children. The teachers in disparate situations seemed to view 
themselves as effective in spite of their principals, whereas 
teachers in congruent situations seemed to attribute at least some 
of their effectiveness to their principals' leadership.
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Certainly the teachers interviewed reflected the descriptions 
of mature teachers formulated by Fuller, Katz, Witherell and Erick­
son, Hunt, and Mitchell. The teachers had obviously established 
themselves as superior teachers in their own views and in the views 
of others; they were perceived as adept at assessing their students' 
needs and addressing those needs. At the same time, the writer 
concurred with Apelman's view of teachers as he described them at 
a third career stage; the teachers were not entirely satisfied 
with their teaching even though they may have created effective 
learning environments. They seemed appreciative of the complexity 
of their jobs, were introspective people, and were eager to continue 
learning by building upon the expertise they already possessed. In 
a way, teaching seemed to have become more complex for these teachers 
as the years had passed. As Burden concluded, these people as 
experienced teachers viewed children in more complex ways than did 
less experienced teachers and so were more aware of the many factors 
in a teaching/learning environment that demand a teacher's attention.
The writer perceived that the teachers interviewed were 
unthreatened by change, as Burden also found experienced teachers to 
be in his study. In fact, the teachers interviewed seemed to welcome 
change. This perception was counter to that of Jackson who concluded 
that as outstanding teachers gained years of experience, they tended 
to refine their prejudices and were resistant to change and advice 
about their teaching.
The writer would agree with Jackson's contention that 
principals who work with experienced, outstanding teachers must be 
adept at providing support and meeting such teachers' professional
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needs without threatening the teachers’ sense of autonomy. The 
writer perceived that the teachers interviewed were receptive to 
change and to advice about their teaching only when they had a 
significant voice in implementing the change and in accepting or 
rejecting the advice. The teachers also seemed receptive only to 
the suggestions of people whom they respected as knowledgeable and 
competent. Because a person was in the position of principal seemed 
little reason for the teachers interviewed to respect the person's 
views or wishes.
While behavior as defined by the LBDQ-12 subscale Considera­
tion was clearly important to teachers, such behavior did not seem 
sufficient reason for the teachers interviewed to rate their 
principals as effective leaders. The writer agreed, therefore, with 
Kunz and Hoy and Stogdill who asserted that effective leaders must be 
strong in both initiating structure and consideration. Perhaps, as 
Silver maintained, one cannot distinguish clearly between person- 
oriented and system-oriented behaviors. The behaviors ordinarily 
defined as serving the individual's or the system's interests 
actually must be intertwined before the individual's or the system's 
needs can be effectively met.
This study also led the writer to consider the research of 
Hersey and Blanchard, Argyris, and McClelland. This body of research 
underscored the importance of attending to people's characteristics 
at various stages in their professional lives. If principals work 
with people who are at high levels of maturity as described by Hersey 
and Blanchard or who are self-motivated achievers as described by 
McClelland— and experienced, effective teachers might be expected to
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be such people— then principals might do well to attend to Argyris' 
view that as people mature in their jobs they expect to be accorded 
autonomy and respect in recognition of their increased expertise.
It might also be wise to remember that the research of Hersey and 
Blanchard implied that characteristic behaviors of teachers, and 
therefore their needs, vary somewhat with situations in which th«:y 
work. Principals must consider, then, the characteristics and 
perceptions of teachers and how those characteristics and perceptions 
can be affected by various situations.
Recommendations
Conclusions for the present study together with insights from 
the literature permitted the writer to make the following recommenda­
tions:
1. Principals should differentiate between the types of 
in-service education offered to teachers. What is appropriate for 
beginning teachers may not be appropriate for experienced teachers. 
What is appropriate for experienced teachers may not be appropriate 
for experienced, effective teachers. Experienced, effective 
teachers should be consulted about what types of in-service education 
would be most helpful and interesting to them.
2. Principals need to establish credibility with experi­
enced, effective teachers in the areas of curriculum and instruction 
if they are to be perceived as helpful to the teachers as advisors 
in these areas. Therefore, principals should be familiar with 
curriculum and curriculum materials taught at various grade levels 
and with various instructional methods. Principals also should
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enhance their credibility with teachers in the areas of curriculum 
and instruction by teaching classes periodically in their schools. 
Teaching skills should be modeled by principals in demonstration 
teaching.
3. Principals should visit in experienced, effective 
teachers' classrooms often. These teachers will not seek principals' 
advice if they do not believe that the principals understand and
are familiar with their particular situations.
4. Principals should comment verbally and in writing about 
what experienced, effective teachers are doing in their classrooms. 
Personal letters and notes to teachers, specific and frequent 
verbal comments, and conferences with teachers could serve to 
indicate interest in, concern about, and appreciation for teachers' 
efforts. Appreciation, especially, should be expressed often.
5. Principals should, after consultation with teachers 
involved, take the lead in publicizing the activities of experienced, 
effective teachers. These teachers often perceive such publicizing 
as recognition of their efforts and appreciate the praise implied
by the publicity. Principals should consider establishing district­
wide rewards and intra-school rewards to recognize teachers. News 
articles about teachers' and students' activities submitted to 
local media and educational publications might be appreciated by 
some teachers.
6. Principals need to be aware of the special talents of 
the experienced, effective teachers in their schools. Principals 
should encourage experienced, effective teachers in their schools 
to share talents and skills with other teachers. Principals should
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arrange for sharing of talents and skills among teachers.
7. Experienced, effective teachers need to participate 
with principals in decision making. These teachers often can make 
valuable contributions to discussions related to decisions that 
must be made in schools. Teachers participate willingly, however, 
only if they believe that their views are respected and only if 
their views are often reflected in final decisions. Thus, 
principals should be certain when inviting teacher participation in 
decision making that it will be possible to consider seriously 
teachers' viewpoints and recommendations.
8. Experienced, effective teachers and principals need to 
formulate goals and objectives together. Some of the misunder­
standings that develop between principals and teachers are due to 
the perceived lack of a common focus and an inability to articulate 
what the source of conflict is because neither teachers nor 
principals are fully aware of their own goals— not to mention the 
goals of the other. Principals should be articulate in explaining 
why they believe children and teachers are in school and should be 
adept at helping other people focus upon that question.
9. Since goal setting is a difficult, intricate process, 
district administrators need to provide principals with opportuni­
ties to develop goal-setting skills. District administrators need 
to make certain that principals follow through by having goal­
setting sessions with teachers.
10. Principals should talk frequently with experienced, 
effective teachers about their concerns. Too often these teachers 
are ignored because principals are so confident about the teachers'
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abilities that they assume the teachers have few concerns.
11. Principals should periodically ask experienced, 
effective teachers to rate their leadership behavior. Principals 
should respond to the ratings at a faculty meeting or some other 
forum deemed appropriate by principal and teachers. Experienced, 
effective teachers can be insightful critics of leadership 
behavior, especially as that behavior affects their ability to 
teach effectively and their morale.
12. District administrators should concentrate upon 
helping principals develop public and human relations skills. 
Principals should have in-service opportunities which focus upon 
the development of such skills. Staff development plans should 
focus upon principals before focusing upon teachers. Principal 
education programs should be a district priority.
13. Experienced, effective teachers should be helped to 
understand their own changing perceptions and needs. They should 
have opportunities to talk with other teachers and with principals 
about themselves and how they feel about their work with children, 
principals, and other teachers. The teachers interviewed by the 
writer often paused and thought before answering a question and 
sometimes said, "I've never thought about that." Then they would 
discuss at length their views of the matter in question. Without 
exception the teachers thanked the writer for the opportunity to 
express themselves. Such expressions should not be an uncommon 
event for teachers.
14. The same research questions used in this study should 
be employed in more diverse settings in other geographic regions in
urban, suburban, and rural school districts.
15. Further qualitative studies of teachers' perceptions 
should be conducted. Researchers have more often depended upon 
quantitative analyses when studying teachers' perceptions, but the 
writer is persuaded that qualitative and quantitative research can 
be complementary.
16. The same research questions used in this study should be 
employed with teachers of varying levels of performance and years of 
experience in order to investigate further the contention that the 
perceptions of experienced, effective teachers differ substantially 
from less experienced, less effective teachers.
This study, conducted in a limited geographic region with 
few subjects, has provided some insights into the perceptions of 
principals' leadership behavior by experienced, effective teachers. 
The writer is persuaded that if principals are to be effective 
leaders, they must attend to the perceptions of those people whom 
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Box 8158, University Station 




Any City, MN 56XXX
Dear Mr. Doe:
I am a doctoral student at the University of North Dakota and am conducting 
research for a dissertation concerned with experienced, effective teachers' 
perceptions of principals' leadership behavior. The initial phase of the study 
will consist of asking you and fifty-three other Minnesota Teachers of Excellence 
to rate the leadership behavior of your principals and also to rate ideal 
leadership behavior of principals without reference to a particular principal. 
Completing the surveys should take about an hour of your time.
It is possible that you might also be asked this summer to consent to a follow-up 
interview with me discussing the question of how principals could better work 
with experienced, effective teachers. The interview would take about two hours.
I assure you that the reporting of your survey responses and the interview 
dialogue will in no way allow you or your principal to be personally identified; 
thus, confidentiality is guaranteed. You will note that the surveys have been 
coded. This is to help me arrange for the follow-up interviews. The coding will 
not be used to identify people in the study or for any purpose other than to 
arrange approximately ten follow-up interviews.
The study will be restricted to Minnesota public school Teachers of Excellence 
who have worked with their present principals for at least three years and have 
been teachers for at least five years. I believe these criteria reflect your 
situation. I very much want and need your participation in this study since it 
is important to know the best thinking of teachers recognized for their ability. 
Please complete the enclosed surveys and information form and return them to me 
by June 10 in the enclosed, stamped envelope.
If you have taught for less than five years, worked with your present principal 
less than three years, or teach in a nonpublic school, please return the enclosed 
card indicating that information and the surveys.
I believe that your participation in this study would add a great deal to an 
understanding of how principals could better work with experienced, effective 
teachers. I hope that you agree.
If you have any questions regarding this study, please call me collect after 
6:00 p.m. Friday through Tuesday at (218) 233-3063.
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John Doe 2 May 21, 1984
Thank you for your cooperation. I look forward to hearing from you by June 10.
Sincerely yours,





Concerning the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire and Related Forms
Permission is granted without formal request to use the Leader Behavior 
Description Questionnaire and other related forms developed at TTie Ohio State 
University, subject to the following conditions:
1. Use: The forms may be used in research projects. They may not be 
used for promotional activities or for producing income on behalf of 
individuals or organizations other than The Ohio State University.
2. Adaptation and Revision: The directions and the form of.the items 
may be adapted to specific situations when such steps are considered 
desirable.
3. Duplication: Sufficient copies for a specific research project may be 
duplicated.
4. Inclusion in dissertations: Copies of the questionnaire may be included 
in theses and dissertations. Permission is granted for the duplication 
of such dissertations when filed with the University Microfilms Service 
at Ann Arbor, Michigan 48106 U.S.A.
5. Copyright: In granting permission to modify or duplicate the 
questionnaire, we do not surrender our copyright. Duplicated 
questionnaires and all adaptations should contain the notation 
"Copyright, 19— , by The Ohio State University."
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The Ohio State University 
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PLEASE NOTE
Respond to this questionnaire before you respond to the 
Actual Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire.
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On the following pages is a list of ite 
describe , from your perspective , ideal 
school principal. Each item describes 
You are asked to think of how you belie 
principal should behave and mark eap-i 
some items may appear similar, they 
important in the description of lea' 
considered as a separate description! 
ability or consistency in ma^in^ answ 
to make it possible for you to (jiescri 
can, ideal behavior of art-'̂ lemeiijyipy s
Note: The term, "gr6HpT*lNas\fmp\o^da i
refers to a department's, division /  or ot 
tion that is supe-rvised\by Yhe person b
X? \  \ \  /The term "metfibe'r," r'efers \jto all the pe 
organizatiorTs^hat^ is '^upp>rvised by the
may be used to 
of an elementary 
a specific kind of behavior, 
ve an\ele)genrafc'y school 
tern accordingly. Although 
s differences that are 
hip*v. Each item should be 
'.'his X5 not a test of 
s'T\̂ 2<ts only purpose is 
as accurately as you 
lool principal.
n the following items, 
ler unit of organiza- 
eing described.
ople in the unit of 
person being described.
College of Administrative Science 
The Ohio State University 
Columbus, Ohio
Copyright 1962, The Ohio State University
232
DIRECTIONS:
a. READ each item carefully.
b. THINK about how frequently the leader engages in the behavior described by the item.
c. DECIDE whether he/she (A) always, (B) often, (C) occasionally, (D) seldom or (E) never acts as 
described by the item.
d. DRAW A CIRCLE around one of the five letters (A B C D E) following the item to show the answer you 
have selected.
A = Always 
B = Often 
C = Occasionally 
D = Seldom 
E = Never
e. MARK your answers as shown in the examples below.
Example: Often acts as described ..................................................................... . . A ® C D E
Example: Never acts as described..................................................................... . . A B C D ©
Example: Occasionally acts as described......................................................... . . A B © D E
1. Acts as the spokesperson of the group....................................................... . A B C D E
2. Waits patiently for the results of a decision ............................................. . A B C D E
3. Makes pep talks to stimulate the group ..................................................... . A B c D E
4. Lets group members know what is expected of them .............................. . A B c D E
5. Allows the members complete freedom in their w ork............................. . A B c D E6. Is hesitant about taking initiative in the group ......................................... . A B c D E
7. Is friendly and approachable......................................................................... . A B c D E8. Encourages overtime work ........................................................................... . . A B c D E
9. Makes accurate decisions ........................................................................... . . A B c D E
10. Gets along well with the people above him/her ...................................... . . A B c D E
11. Publicizes the activities of the group........................................................... . . A B c D E
12. Becomes anxious when he/she cannot find out what is coming next .. .. A B c D E
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A = Always 
B = Often 
C = Occasionally 
D = Seldom 
E = Never
13. His/her arguments are convincing ............................................................... . A B C D E
14. Encourages the use of uniform procedures............................................... . A B C D E
15. Permits the members to use their own judgment in solving problems . . A B C D E
16. Fails to take necessary action....................................................................... . A B C D E
17. Does little things to make it pleasant to be a member of the group . . . . . A B C D E
18. Stresses being ahead of competing groups................................................. . A B C D E
19. Keeps the group working together as a team ........................................... . A B C D E
20. Keeps the group in good standing with higher authority ........................ . A B C D E
21. Speaks as the representative of the group................................................. . A B C D E
22. Accepts defeat in stride................................................................................. . A B C D E
23. Argues persuasively for his/her point of v iew ........................................... . A B c D E
24. Tries out his/her ideas in the group............................................................. . A B c D E
25. Encourages initiative in the group members ............................................. . A B c D E
26. Lets other persons take away his/her leadership in the group................ . A B c D E
27. Puts suggestions made by the group into operation................................. A B c D E
28. Needles members for greater effort............................................................. . A B c D E
29. Seems able to predict what is coming next ............................................... . A B c D E
30. Is working hard for a promotion ................................................................. . A B c D E
31. Speaks for the group when visitors are present ....................................... . A B c D E
32. Accepts delays without becoming upset..................................................... . A B c D E
33. Is a very persuasive talker ........................................................................... . A B c D E
34. Makes his/her attitudes clear to the group................................................. . A B c D E
35. Lets the members do their work the way they think best ...................... . A B c D E
36. Lets some members take advantage of him/her ........................................ . A B c D E
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A = Always 
B = Often 
C = Occasionally 
D = Seldom 
E = Never
37. Treats all group members as his/her equals............................................... . . A B C D E
38. Keeps the work moving at a rapid pace................................................... . . A B C D E
39. Settles conflicts when they occur in the group....................................... . . A B C D E
40. His/her superiors act favorably on most of his/her suggestions............ . . A B C D E
41. Represents the group at outside meetings ............................................... . . A B C D E
42. Becomes anxious when waiting for new developments.......................... . . A B C D E
43. Is very skillful in an argument ................................................................... . . A B C D E
44. Decides what shall be done and how it shall be d on e............................ . . A B C D E
45. Assigns a task, then lets the members handle i t ...................................... . . A B C D E
46. Is the leader of the group in name only ................................................... . . A B C D E
47. Gives advance notice of changes............................................................... . . A B C D E
48. Pushes for increased production ............................................................... . . A B C D E
49. Things usually turn out as he/she predicts................................................ . . A B C D E
50. Enjoys the privileges of his/her position................................................... . . A B C D E
51. Handles complex problems efficiently ..................................................... . . A B C D E
52. Is able to tolerate postponement and uncertainty................................... . . A B C D E
53. Is not a very convincing talker................................................................... . . A B C D E
54. Assigns group members to particular ta sk s............................................. . . A B C D E
55. Turns the members loose on a job. and lets them go to it .................... . . A B C D E
56. Backs down when he/she ought to stand firm.......................................... . . A B C D E
57. Keeps to himself/herself..................................................: ........................... . . A B C D E
58. Asks the members to work harder............................................................. . . A B C D E
59. Is accurate in predicting the trend of even ts............................................ . . A B C D E
60. Gets his/her superiors to act for the welfare of the group members . .. . . A B C D E
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A = Always 
B = Often 
C = Occasionally 
D = Seldom 
E = Never
61. Gets swamped by details....................................................................... ........ A B C D E
62. Can wait just so long, then blows up .................................................. ........  A B C D E
63. Speaks from a strong inner conviction............................................... ........ A B C D E
64. Makes sure that his/her part in the group is understood
by the group members ........................................................................... ........  A B C D E
65. Is reluctant to allow the members any freedom of action................ ........  A B C D E
66. Lets some members have authority that he/she should keep .......... ........  A B C D E
67. Looks out for the personal welfare of group members.................... ........  A B C D E
68. Permits the members to take it easy in their work............................ ........ A B C D E
69. Sees to it that the work of the group is coordinated........................ ........ A B C D E
70. His/her word carries weight with superiors....................................... ........ A B C D E
71. Gets things all tangled up ..................................................................... ........ A B c D E
72. Remains calm when uncertain about coming events ........................ ........  A B c D E
73. Is an inspiring talker............................................................................... ........ A B c D E
74. Schedules the work to be done ........................................................... ........  A B c D E
75. Allows the group a high degree of initiative ..................................... ........ A B c D E
76. Takes full charge when emergencies ar ise .......................................... ........ A B c D E
77. Is willing to make changes ................................................................... ........ A B c D E
78. Drives hard when there is a job to be done....................................... ........ A B c D E
79. Helps group members settle their differences................................... ........ A B c D E
80. Gets what he/she asks for from his/her superiors.............................. ........ A B c D E
81. Can reduce a madhouse to system and ord er................................... ........ A B c D E
82. Is able to delay action until the proper time occurs.......................... ........ A B c D E
83. Persuades others that his/her ideas are to their advantage.............. ........ A B c D E
236
A = Always 
B = Often 
C = Occasionally 
D = Seldom 
E = Never
84. Maintains definite standards of performance.......................................... . . .  A B C D E
85. Trusts members to exercise good judgment............................................ . . .  A B C D E
86. Overcomes attempts made to challenge his/her leadership.................. .. . A B C D E
87. Refuses to explain his/her actions ............................................................ . .. A B C D E
88. Urges the group to beat its previous record .......................................... . . .  A B C D E
89. Anticipates problems and plans for them ................................................ . .. A B C D E
90. Is working his/her way to the top ............................................................ . . .  A B C D E
91. Gets confused when too many demands are made of him/her............ . . .  A B C D E
92. Worries about the outcome of any new procedure .............................. . . .  A B C D E
93. Can inspire enthusiasm for a project....................................................... . . .  A B C D E
94. Asks that group members follow standard rules and regulations . . . . . . .  A B C D E
95. Permits the group to set its own pace...................................................... . . .  A B C D E
96. Is easily recognized as the leader of the group..................................... . . .  A B C D E
97. Acts without consulting the group........................................................... ... A B C D E
98. Keeps the group working up to capacity ............................................... ... A B C D E
99. Maintains a closely knit group................................................................. . . .  A B C D E
100. Maintains cordial relations with superiors............................................. . . . A B C D E
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LEADER BEHAVIOR DESCRIPTION QUESTIONNAIRE—Form XII
Originated by staff members of 
The Ohio State Leadership Studies 
and revised by the 
Bureau of Business Research
You have completed the LBDQ-Form XII describing the ideal behavior of a 
principal. Please allow at least 3 to 4 hours to elapse between the time 
you responded to that questionnaire and the time that you respond to this 
questionnaire. Please do not look back at your responses/tc^ the previous 
questionnaire.
Purpose o f  the Questionnaire
On the following pages is a list of items that may be used to de, 
supervisor. Each item describes a specific kind of behavior, but 
whether the behavior is desirable or undesirable. Although some 
they express differences that are important in the description of lea 
be considered as a separate description. This is n 
answers. Its only purpose is to make it possible 
the behavior of your supervisor.
Note: The term, group, as employ'd 
or other unit of organization that\s’su
The term members 







ratelv as you can,
following ifomir-rffers to a department, division, 
by the person being described.
unit of organization that is supervised by
Published by
College ot Administrative Science 
The Ohio State University 
Columbus, Ohio
Copyright 1962, The Ohio State University
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DIRECTIONS:
a. READ each item carefully.
b. THINK about how frequently the leader engages in the behavior described by the item.
c. DECIDE whether he/she (A) always, (B) often, (C) occasionally, (D) seldom or (E) never acts as 
described by the item.
d. DRAW A CIRCLE around one of the five letters (A BC D  E) following the item to show the answer you 
have selected.
A = Always 
B = Often 
C = Occasionally 
D = Seldom 
E = Never
e. MARK your answers as shown in the examples below.
Example: Often acts as described ........................ . . A (D C D E
Example: Never acts as described........................ . . A B C D ©
Example: Occasionally acts as described.................... . . A B © D E
1. Acts as the spokesperson of the group................... . A B C D E
2. Waits patiently for the results of a decision ................ . A B C D E
3. Makes pep talks to stimulate the group .................. . A B c D E
4. Lets group members know what is expected of them.......... . A B c D E
5. Allows the members complete freedom in their w ork.......... . A B c D E
6. Is hesitant about taking initiative in the group .............. . A B c D E
7. Is friendly and approachable......................... . A B c D E8. Encourages overtime work .......................... . A B c D E
9. Makes accurate decisions ........................... . A B c D E
10. Gets along well with the people above him/her ............. . A B c D E
11. Publicizes the activities of the group.................... . . A B c D E
12. Becomes anxious when he/she cannot find out what is coming next . .. . A B c D E
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A = Always 
B = Often 
C = Occasionally 
D = Seldom 
E = Never
13. His/her arguments are convincing ............................................................... . A B C D E
14. Encourages the use of uniform procedures............................................... . A B C D E
15. Permits the members to use their own judgment in solving problems . . . A B C D E
16. Fails to take necessary action....................................................................... . A B C D E
17. Does little things to make it pleasant to be a member of the group . . A B C D E
18. Stresses being ahead of competing groups................................................. . A B C D E
19. Keeps the group working together as a team ........................................... . A B C D E
20. Keeps the group in good standing with higher authority ........................ . A B C D E
21. Speaks as the representative of the group................................................. A B C D E
22. Accepts defeat in stride................................................................................. . A B C D E
23. Argues persuasively for his/her point of v iew ........................................... A B C D E
24. Tries out his/her ideas in the group............................................................. A B C D E
25. Encourages initiative in the group members ............................................. A B C D E
26. Lets other persons take away his/her leadership in the group................ . A B c D E
27. Puts suggestions made by the group into operation................................. A B c D E
28. Needles members for greater effort............................................................. A B c D E
29. Seems able to predict what is coming next ............................................... A B c D E
30. Is working hard for a promotion ................................................................. A B c D E
31. Speaks for the group when visitors are present ....................................... . A B c D E
32. Accepts delays without becoming upset..................................................... . A B c D E
33. Is a very persuasive talker ........................................................................... A B c D E
34. Makes his/her attitudes clear to the group................................................. . A B c D E
35. Lets the members do their work the way they think best ...................... . A B c D E
36. Lets some members take advantage of him/her ....................................... , A B c D E
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A = Always 
B = Often 
C = Occasionally 
D = Seldom 
E = Never
37. Treats all group members as his/her equals............................................... . A B C D E
38. Keeps the work moving at a rapid pace................................................... . . A B C D E
39. Settles conflicts when they occur in the group....................................... . . A B C D E
40. His/her superiors act favorably on most of his/her suggestions............ . . A B C D E
41 Represents the group at outside meetings ............................................... . . A B C D E
42. Becomes anxious when waiting for new developments.......................... . . A B C D E
43. Is very skillful in an argument ................................................................... . . A B C D E
44. Decides what shall be done and how it shall be d on e............................ . . A B C D E
45. Assigns a task, then lets the members handle i t ..................................... . . A B C D E
46. Is the leader of the group in name only ................................................... . . A B C D E
47. Gives advance notice of changes............................................................... . . A B C D E
48. Pushes for increased production ............................................................... . . A B C D E
49. Things usually turn out as he/she predicts................................................ . . A B C D E
50. Enjoys the privileges of his/her position................................................... . . A B C D E
51. Handles complex problems efficiently ..................................................... A B C D E
52. Is able to tolerate postponement and uncertainty................................... . . A B C D E
53. Is not a very convincing talker................................................................... . . A B C D E
54. Assigns group members to particular ta sk s............................................. . . A B C D E
55. Turns the members loose on a job, and lets them go to i t .................... . A B C D E
56. Backs down when he/she ought to stand firm.......................................... . . A B c D E
57. Keeps to himself/herself.................................................  .......................... . A B c D E
58. Asks the members to work harder............................................................. . . A B c D E
59. Is accurate in predicting the trend of even ts............................................ . . A B c D E
60. Gets his/her superiors to act for the welfare of the group members . . . . . A B c D E
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A = Always 
B = Often 
C = Occasionally 
D = Seldom 
E = Never
61. Gets swamped by details....................................................................... ........ A B C D E
62. Can wait just so long, then blows up ................................................. ........  A B C D E
63. Speaks from a strong inner conviction............................................... ........ A B C D E
64. Makes sure that his/her part in the group is understood
by the group members ........................................................................... ........ A B C D E
65. Is reluctant to allow the members any freedom of action................ ........ A B C D E
66. Lets some members have authority that he/she should keep .......... ........ A B C D E
67. Looks out for the personal welfare of group members.................... ........ A B C D E
68. Permits the members to take it easy in their work............................ ........ A B C D E
69. Sees to it that the work of the group is coordinated........................ ........ A B C D E
70. His/her word carries weight with superiors....................................... ........ A B c D E
71. Gets things all tangled up ..................................................................... ........ A B c D E
72. Remains calm when uncertain about coming events ........................ ........ A B c D E
73. Is an inspiring talker............................................................................... ........ A B c D E
74. Schedules the work to be done ........................................................... ........ A B c D E
75. Allows the group a high degree of initiative ..................................... ........ A B c D E
76. Takes full charge when emergencies ar ise ......................................... ........ A B c D E
77. Is willing to make changes ................................................................... ........ A B c D E
78. Drives hard when there is a job to be done....................................... ........ A B c D E
79. Helps group members settle their differences................................... ........ A B c D E
80. Gets what he/she asks for from his/her superiors.............................. ........ A B c D E
81. Can reduce a madhouse to system and order................................... ........ A B c D E
82. Is able to delay action until the proper time occurs.......................... ........ A B c D E
83. Persuades others that his/her ideas are to their advantage.............. ........ A B c D E
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A -  Always 
B -  Often 
C =■ Occasionally 
D -  Seldom 
E = Never
84. Maintains definite standards of performance......................................... . . . A B C D E
85. Trusts members to exercise good judgment........................................... . . . A B C D E
86. Overcomes attempts made to challenge his/her leadership.................. . . . A B C D E
87. Refuses to explain his/her actions ........................................................... . .. A B C D E
88. Urges the group to beat its previous record ......................................... . . . A B C D E
89. Anticipates problems and plans for them ................................................ . . . A B C D E
90. Is working his/her way to the top ........................................................... .. . A B C D E
91. Gets confused when too many demands are made of him/her............ . . . A B C D E
92. Worries about the outcome of any new procedure .............................. . . . A B C D E
93. Can inspire enthusiasm for a project....................................................... . . .  A B C D E
94. Asks that group members follow standard rules and regulations . . . . . . . A B C D E
95. Permits the group to set its own pace..................................................... . . .  A B C D E
96. Is easily recognized as the leader of the group...................................... . . .  A B C D E
97. Acts without consulting the group........................................................... . . .  A B C D E
98. Keeps the group working up to capacity ............................................... . . .  A B C D E
99. Maintains a closely knit group................................................................. . . .  A B C D E
100. Maintains cordial relations with superiors............................................. . . .  A B c D E
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Information Form




3. What is the highest level of your education? Please check.
Bachelor's Degree _____
Bachelor's Degree + _____
Master's Degree _____
Master's Degree + _____
Specialist's Degree _____
Specialist's Degree + _____
Doctorate Degree _____
4. How many years of teaching have you completed? Please include 
the current year. Please include all years taught— whether at 
the elementary level or not.
5. How many years of teaching have you completed working with your 
present principal? Please include the current year.






I will not be able to participate in this study because:
____I have worked with my present principal for less
than three years.
____I have taught for less than five years.
____I teach in a nonpublic school.
I would prefer not to participate in this study.






CENTER FOR TEACHING AND LEARNING
Box 8158, University Station 




Any City, MN 56XXX
Dear Mr. Doe:
This letter is a follow up to my earlier request that you participate with 
other experienced, effective teachers in a research project about perceptions 
of principals' leadership behavior. I know you must have been busy with the 
closing of school and in planning your summer activities. I do hope you will 
now be able to take time to complete the questionnaires as a participant in my 
study.
It is very important that you participate in the study of the leadership behavior 
of principals as viewed by those who have been identified as experienced, 
effective teachers in order that the data will be complete and more likely to 
be valid. Let me assure you again that the data will be treated very confi­
dentially. The treatment of the data will provide you and your principal 
complete anonymity.
My hope is that the data from the study will reveal ways that principals' 
leadership supports and/or fails to support the work of teachers like you.
I hope to be able to provide information that will help principals to be more 
effective in supporting the work of experienced, effective teachers.
I am enclosing a set of questionnaires and the information form along with a 
stamped, self-addressed envelope for your convenience. Please cake the time 
to give me your best thinking about principals' leadership behavior by 
responding to the materials as soon as possible. I would appreciate receiving 
your responses by Monday, June 19, 1984. Thank you in advance for your 








The questions are listed following the subscales of the LBDQ-12 to 
which the questions are related.
Representation
1. You noted in your response to an item in the questionnaire that
you believe principals should __________ publicize the activities
of teachers in their buildings. Can you tell me why you feel 
this way?
2. (If appropriate) In what ways would you like to see your 
principal publicize activities or accomplishments about which 
you have been especially proud?
Demand Reconciliation
3. Principals are often faced with complex situations involving 
conflicting demands of two or more individuals or groups. I 
am interested in your perceptions of how your principal goes 
about reconciling such demands. What would be a typical 
approach by your principal to a situation involving conflicting 
viewpoints?
4. How do you feel about your principal's approach to conflict 
situations?
Tolerance of Uncertainty
5. You noted in your response to an item in the questionnaire that
your principal __________ accepts defeat in stride. Can you
tell me more about that?
Persuasion
6. Please try to think of a change that your principal wanted to 
bring about in your school. How did he/she go about presenting 
the idea for the change to teachers?
*Any questions which receive a response which the interviewer 
perceives to be irrelevant, lacking substance, or failing to disclose 
genuine perceptions will be followed by the questions, "Can you tell 
me more about that?", or a variation of that question.
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7. How did you feel about the way in which the change was 
approached by your principal?
8. Why did you feel that way?
9. What traits do you most admire in a principal when that 
principal is trying to convince a staff to make a difficult 
change?
Initiation of Structure
10. What do you think your principal would list as his/her most 
important responsibilities?
11. What do you consider to be the major responsibilities of the 
school principal toward you? (Lortie 1975, p. 254)
12. What do you consider to be your major responsibilities to the 
school principal? (Lortie 1975, p. 254)
13. What do you believe your principal would list as your major 
responsibilities?
14. In the past year, about how often have you conferred with your 
principal about a curriculum and/or instructional concern?
15. Who ordinarily initiates such conferences?
16. How helpful do you consider your principal's advice about 
curriculum and instruction matters?
_Very Helpful __Helpful __Somewhat Helpful __Not Helpful
Please tell me more about why you feel this way.
17. Does your principal ever visit your classroom to observe your 
teaching?
18. (If appropriate) What do you gain from such visits?
19. (If appropriate) Please tell me about a typical visit.
20. (If appropriate) Do you wish that your principal would visit
your classroom to observe your teaching? Why or why not?
21. (If appropriate) What would you hope to gain from such visits?
22. (If appropriate) Would you like to have your principal visit
your classroom more often? Why or why not?
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Tolerance of Freedom
23. How much freedom do you feel that you have in making decisions 
about curriculum?
A great deal ___Some ___Little
24. How much freedom do you feel that you have in making decisions 
about instructional methods?
___ A great deal ___Some ___Little
25. Would you like to have more freedom in making decisions about 
curriculum and instruction? Please tell me why you feel this 
way.
26. Does your principal encourage you to experiment with ideas 
related to curriculum and instruction? (If so) How does he/she 
do this? (If not) Would you like such encouragement?
27. How would you like your principal to encourage you to experiment 
with ideas related to curriculum and instruction?
Role Assumption
28. Some people think that a school should be operated like a well-
run business or government agency where everyone's responsibility 
is clearly stated and the lines of authority are sharp and 
clear. Others think that school should be organized loosely 
and that relationships among members of the staff should tend 
toward equality rather than differences in authority. Which 
of these two views comes closer to being yours?
Stated responsibility and clear authority ........  1
Looser organization tending to equality .......... 2
(Lortie 1975, p. 254).
Why do you choose (1) or (2)?
29. Which of the two views best describes the school in which you 
teach? How does this affect you?
Consideration
30. Please consider the following statement:
My school is a comfortable, pleasant place in which to work.
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The preceding statement describes my school
As it always is As it usually is ___As it sometimes is
As it seldom is As it never is
31. Please tell me how your principal's behavior contributes or 
does not contribute to making your school the kind of place 
you described. I'm interested in what he/she does to make 
your school a comfortable and pleasant place in which to work 
or I'm interested in what he/she does to make your school less 
pleasant and comfortable than it might be.
32. (If appropriate) What could your principal do to make your 
school a more comfortable, pleasant place in which to work?
33. What would you like your principal to know about you profes­
sionally or personally that you think he/she is not aware of?
34. In what areas of your work do you feel most competent?
35. In what areas of your work do you feel least competent?
36. Have you ever talked to your principal about how you feel about
your work in __________ (area of most competence)? (If
appropriate) What was his/her response?
37. How did the principal's response affect you?
38. Have you ever talked to your principal about your concern with
__________ (area of least competence)? (If appropriate) What
was his/her response?
39. How did the principal's response affect you?
Production Emphasis
40. Some research indicates that principals should expect teachers 
to attend to "time on task," i.e., to be certain that students 
spend a determined amount of time engaged in their work. Does 
your principal emphasize the importance of time on task?
41. (If appropriate) In what ways has he/she let you know that 
he/she believes "time on task" to be important?
42. Do you believe that your principal expects you to teach in a 
particular way? Please tell me more about that.
43. Good teachers attempt to gauge the effectiveness of their 
teaching in various ways. In attempting to gauge your own 
effectiveness, how much do you depend upon assessments made by
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your principal?
A great deal ___Some ___Not much ___Not at all
Please tell me more about why you answered as you did.
44. Does your principal reward good work? (If appropriate) How 
does he/she do so?
45. What types of rewards or recognition would you most appreciate 
from a principal?
Predictive Accuracy
46. If you were contemplating a decision related to a situation in 
your classroom which would have far-reaching ramifications, 
how helpful would your principal be in assisting you to predict 
what those ramifications might be?
_Very Helpful __Helpful Somewhat Helpful __Not Helpful
Please tell me more about why you answered as you did.
47. How might your principal help you think through a difficult 
decision?
Integration
48. Have you had opportunities to share your best skills and talents 
with other teachers? At whose initiative? In what ways?
49. Do you believe that principals should arrange for teachers to 
share skills and knowledge with other teachers? Does your 
principal arrange for such sharing? (If appropriate) How does 
he/she do so?
50. (If appropriate) How do you think your principal could arrange 
for teachers to share skills and knowledge with other teachers?
51. How would you characterize staff meetings led by your principal?
52. Please describe the ideal staff meeting.
53. Do you believe that the teachers and principal in your school 
share common educational goals?
54. Do you think that common educational goals are important for a 
school? Why or why not?
55. (If appropriate) How were the goals in your school formulated?
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56. (If appropriate) How do you think common educational goals 
should be formulated?
Superior Orientation
57. Please describe the relationship which your principal has with 
your superintendent and/or assistant superintendent for 
instruction.
58. How do those relationships affect you?
59. Describe the ideal relationship between a principal and a 
superintendent or that between a principal and an assistant 
superintendent for instruction.
General Culminating Questions
60. In one research project, it was found that teachers consider 
the principal an important factor in choosing between possible 
positions. What questions would you like to ask about the 
principal if you were considering working in a different 
school? (Lortie 1975, p. 254)
61. What, if anything, could your principal do to allow you to do 
a better job?
62. Is there anything else you would like me to know about how you 
feel about your relationship with your principal or about 
teacher/principal relationships in general?
APPENDIX C








CENTER FOR TEACHING AND LEARNING
Box 8158, University Station 




Any City, MN 56XXX
Dear Mr. Doe:
This letter is to confirm our meeting on Wednesday, August 1, at 9:00 a.m. Your 
responses to the questionnaires have given me some insights into the leadership 
behavior of principals. In the interview we will explore further the topic of 
principals' leadership behavior as you perceive it. As I oromised, the 
interview will Last no longer than two hours. I also assure you again that 
your perceptions will be reflected in my study of experienced, effective teachers' 
perceptions of principals' leadership behavior in such a way that neither you 
nor your principal will be identified. I will treat your responses with 
absolute confidentiality.
Your willingness to meet on the date and at the time arranged has made a 
potentially complicated schedule much easier. I greatly appreciate your help 
and your interest in this study. I look forward to seeing you on Wednesday,
August 1, at 9:00 a.m.
Sincerely,
Elizabeth Mvers
P.S. If you need to reach me before August I, please call me collect at 
(218) 233-3063.
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CENTER FOR TEACHING AND LEARNING
Box 8158, University Station 




Any City, MN 56XXX
Dear Mr. Doe:
I greatly appreciated your meeting with me on July 28 to discuss your perceptions 
of principals' leadership behavior. I know that your summer days are busy and 
must be treasured. I assure you, however, that you provided me with insights 
which are valuable to my study of experienced, effective teachers' perceptions 
of principals' leadership behavior. I was impressed with your openness and 
with your willingness to share your views. I believe that a great deal can be 
learned by listening to teachers, and you have certainly helped me substantiate 
that point!
I will share the results of the study with you when it is completed— by May,
I hope.
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